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CHAl-lTER I

.!!;VOLVb:M~NT

OJt' THb PRINC!PALSHIP

In the world of plants and animals survival necessitates
that any £undamental change in environment requires
corresponding adaptations in lite forms.

This law of nature

applies with equal force to man and his institutions.

"Failure

to adjust to the requirements of a complex, rapidly changing
society results in loss ot relevance to the conditions of our
time and the eventual demise
organization."

1

o~

the institution or

If a system or the roles within a system are to

survive, modification to societal changes is essential.
The evolvement of the role of the principal reflects an

adjustment to social-economic forces.

Education in this country

was once controlled by lay citizens who exercised direct
authority over the schools.

As educational institutions

expanded to accommodate a growing population, the need arose for
a head-master or principal-teacher to take care of emergent
duties:

grade placement, promotion reports, attendance, and

dif'Cicult discipline cases.

With the advent of the superinten

dealing directly with the Board of Education, the principal was
1 E.

c. Stimbert and A. R. Dykes, "Decentralization of'
Administration," Phi Delta Kaepan, XLVI (December, 1964). 174.
1

2

given greater direct control over an entire school.

His

teaching assignments were reduced as greater emphasis was placed
on administrative duties:
records.

controlling pupils, equipment, and

With "the concentration of large numbers of children

• • • the enactment of compulsory attendance laws • • •
expansi.on of the scope of public school f'unctions"

2

the

superintendent's attention was primarily directed to budgetary

and community-orientated responsibilities.

Finding himself'

inundated with district-wide obligations he relinquished his
supervisory responsibilities to the principal.

Boards of

Education were persuaded to give the school head complete time
away from direct teaching activities.

This move, coupled with

the recognition of the expanding scope of the principal's
administrative concerns, was an important advancement in
professionalization

or

this role.

Today, principals may be found assuming any one of five
variations of the role described in the tiCth yearbook of the
Department of Elementary School Principals, NEA (1926).
Stage

Chief Duty

One 'eacher
Head teacher
Teaching Principal (part time)
Building Principal (part time)
Supervising Principal (full time)

'teaching
Teaching
Teaching
Administration
Supervising

2

Calvin Grieder, Truman M. Pierce, and William Everett
The
Rosenstengel, Public
Administratiog (New York:
Ronald Press Company, 195
• P• 137.

Schg4i

"The £act must be acknowledged that since 1930 the principalship
has not moved ahead very much.

Today the principal's duties

remain much the same as they were three decades ago. 113
Traditionally, the principalship has been an
extension of the administrative arm of the school
system. In operational terms, the principal has
implemented administrative policies at the local
school level; he has interpreted the objectives
and purposes of the school system; and he has
expedited and coordinated the ongoing program ot
the educational enterprise.4
The principal, howevar, is still considered the key figure in
the operation of' a school.

His conduct is oC utmost importance

in determining the way the school operates.

nThe principal's

strengths become the school's strengths and the principal's
weaknesses become the school's weaknesses • • • n.5
Societal Changes
At the present time, buffeting pressures of extraordinary .force are demanding unprecedented changes in the
educational system.
human condition.

"Change has always been a part of' the

What is different now is the pace of' change,

3John s. Bender, "The Principalship:
~lementarx

Its Changing Role,"
School Journal, LXI (December, 1960), 154.

4 George B. Redfern, "Negotiation Changes:
'reacher Relations," National Elementary .Principal,

l'rincipal(April,

mL

1968)' 20.
5 James M. Lipham, "The Role of' the Principal: Search
and Research," National Elementarx Pr<&ncipal, XLIV (April,

1965), 32.

and the prospect i t will come faster and faster, affecting

every part of life • • •

116

"One significant root of the forces of: change and
complexity in today's world is technology." 7

The concomitant

rapid accumulation of knowledge coupled with the population
explosion, "• • • are producing in our society • • • a most
important 'factor in :forcing educational change." 8 ' Schools are
being aggressively challenged to capitalize upon the positive
aspects of' these developments:
computers, and automation.

the space race, introduction of'

They are being required to adapt to

associated social., industrial, and economic changes.

These may

be exemplif'ied by "migration of Negroes" 9 "rapid obsolescence
• • • increased specialization of workulO and "unprecedented
prosperity and af'f'luence." 11

They are being asked to meliorate

the social and scientific ills which have become by-products of

6 L1oyd L. Taylor and Philip

Eby McPherson,

intendent and the Principal," Nationai\
IIIL (May, 1968), 80.

~ltmentarx

"The Super-

l'riugieal,

?John E. Dawson, "New Approaches to Decision Making:
Itnplica tions for the Elementary School Principal," National

Elementarx Principal, DIL (May,

1968), 64.

SA. K. Trenholme and Lorne A. Turville, "The Principal
and the New Technology," ~ational t;lementarY Principal, IIIL
(May, 1968) t .57•

9 Ibid., P• .58.
lOlbi!I• t P• 64.
11 Frank D. Dorey, "The Principal in American Li:fe Today;'
N9tjonal Elementary Principal, IIIL (May, 1968), 6.

5
these f'orces, which are, f'or example, "the scienti:fic ability to

destroy ourselves, 012 "virtual elimination of' unskilled labor,"
and "increased militancy oC ghetto parents."

14

The recent development of' civil rights organizations

with the growing aggressiveness of' black parents and students
demanding educational opportunities may have been strongly
inf'luenced by the growth of technology.

"Parents 0£' inner-city

areas are not likely to be content much longer with less than
equal education f'or their children." 1 5
Educational Reactions
The existing state of' American public education is being

tremendously strained in a period o:f unpredictable transition
and controversy.

Alterations being made to adapt to these

developments are already becoming evident.

"The school

community is demanding new structure and new process to
accomplish its purpose and to use findings of educational
psychologists and curriculum theorists."

16

"'l'here have been

changes in such areas as subject matter content, teaching

12

Ibid., P• 5.

13 Ibid.,

P• 6.

t

P• 8.

14!ll!.!!.
15 Ibid.

16Joan Roos Egner, "The Principal•s Role:
Dil!Jsonance,

276.

11

Cognitive
1Ueroentarx School Journal, LXVII (February, 1967),

6
techniques, and sequence of learning."

17

The expanding

development of multifarious curriculum alternatives has
influenced a movement toward specialization and increased the
complexity of the elementary school.

"The accelerating trend

toward specialization and differentiation • • • is likely to
alter considerably the organizational structure of the local
school building unit. n

18

.li'ormerly acceptable administrative

practices may have to be abandoned as we reckon with the
emerging type of attendance centers.

"A redefinition of the

role of' the elementary principal is .foreseen in the future. 1119
From their

~erspective·principals

appear to be emerging

as the educational "man-in-the-middle."

The superintendent now tends to see the school
less as a traditional school and more as a
cluster of educational programs and concerns
within a building under the leadership of a
single individual • • • Additional sta:ff' members
have been assigned to the schools including
speech correctionists, learning disabilities
specialists, supplementary teachers, enrichment
coordinators, librarians, and others. • • • The
superintendent today expects the principal to be
receptive to new programs and new staf:f in the
schools and to be creative in both his admini.stratio• of the programsJlnd his supervision of
the new staf'f • • • LH!!/ looks to the principal

l7Lowell McGinnis, "Another Look at Teacher Militancy,"
Journal of Secondary ~ducati.on, A.Lll (February, 1967), 77.

18Harold J. McNally, "The American Principal Tomorrow, 0
National Elementary Principal, IIIL (May, 1968), 87.
l9Ruth Crossf'ield, "As Some Kansas Principals See It,"
National Elementa£,Y Principal, IIIL (April, 1968), 13.

7
to develop specific new roles with the individuals
involved and to evaluate those roles and individuals • • •
expect,!/ individual school principals
to assume more of the grass roots community
relations eCforts that were handled by them in the
past.20

LHe

Until recently, teachers have b&en rather content to
accept the traditional :functions of the principalship.
They have expected the principal to receive and
communicate administrative decisions and directives transmitted from the superintendent's
o:ffice and Crom the central office administrative
and supervisory sta:ff.
They have also expected
him to communicate and interpret their concernsto the superintendent and his staff.21
"It :i.s clear, however, that a power shi:ft is occurring
in teacher-administrator relationships."
attributed to several :factors.

22

This may be

"The qualif'ications of teachers

• • • have been steadily rising. 1123

English indicated "The

updating and increased sophistication of teacher training and
~

preparation • •

has produced the highest caliber of teaching

excellence in public education the nation has yet known." 24
'!'here is a growing specialization among school personnel
reflecting the knowledge explosion in many o:f the disciplines.

20
21

Taylor, P• 82.
Red:fern, p. 20.

22

!.2.!s,!.

t

p. 25.

2 3William

c. Carr, "The Changing World of the American
Teacher," ::ational Elementaty I'rinciea}., IIIL (April, 1968), 15.
24

Fenwick English, "The Ailing Principalship," Phi
Phi Delta Kappan, L (November, 1968), 160.

8
"Today's teacher is better prepared, possesses greater
sophistication, and is more aware of the issues that confront
educatiou.

1125

"The teaching profession has grown younger • • •

and the new recruits • • • are questioning the values and
procedures of their elders."

26

Teachers are more fully and effectively organized.
Lacking power to improve school conditions by acting alone,
members of' the 1>rof'ession have turned to group representation.
"Much of" the militant behavior of' teachers is a result of' the
failure of administrators and trustees and citizens to meet
legitimate needs of' teachers. 1127
dealing directly with their Boards

"Teachers• organizations are
tlf

Education because they

realize they must wrestle for power i.d th those who seem to hold

.

' t 1128

].

"Collective bargaining and prof'essional negotiation

tend to restrict the leadership of principals • • • •

"In

most of these negotiations the principal is not a participant
but a recipient of the negotiated outcome • • • tightly wrapped

in the e:;ihrace of what is ref"erred to as the centr·~l of':fice. ,. 3 o
2
5H. \J. Sf;hooling, "Admi\listration Relationshi,p, 11
NEA Journal, LIV (February, 1965J, 33.
26 William C. Carr, "'the Principal• s Role in .l-'rof'essional
Negotiations," N.A.s.s.P. BulJetin, L (April, 1966), 48.
2
7stephen A. Romine, "Current Influences Changing the
Principal's Role," Education Digest, XXXlII, O'ebruary, 1968), 35.

28
29

Bender, P• 156.
Romine, p.

35.

30 sender, p. 156.

9
Definitions 0£ Terms
In recent years there has been another definite change
in educational administration.

It has been directed toward the

development of a comprehensive theory capable of generating both
hypotheses for guiding research and principles for guiding
practices.

A theory may be described as:

A set of assumptions from which can be derived
by purely logico-mathematical procedures a
larger set of empirical laws. Theory thereby
furnishes an explanation of these empirical
laws and unifies the originally relatively
heterogeneous area of subject matter characterized by those empirical lawa.31

Although no full blown, all-inclusive theory which
explains all aspects of administration is available, several
useful ones which attempt to explain parts of the process have
been formulated.
Getzels and Guba describe administration as a social
process:

"A • • • series of superordinate-subordinate

relationships within a social system • • • hierarchy of
relationships • • • for allocating and integrating roles,
personnel, and facilities to achieve the goals of the system: 132
A social system is further described as having two
dimensions:

"Institutions with roles and expectations that wil

3lAndrew w. Halpin, Administrative Theory in Education
(University of Chicago: Interstate Printers and Publishers,

1958), P• 7.
3 2 J.

w. Getzels and E.G. Guba, "Social Behavior and the
Administrative Process," The School Review, LXV (Winter, 1957),
424.

10

fulfill the goals of the system • • • nomothetic dimension • •
the idiographic or personal dimension." 33

Each social system i

described by its institution, each institution by its
constituted roles, each role by the expectations attached to it
Role expectations are institutional givens or norms.

They

identify formal relationships within an institution in that eac
role derives its meaning from other related roles within the
institution. "Each role is assigned certain responsibilities an
concomitant resources, including authority and facilities Cor
implementing the given tasks." 34

An educational institution ma

be viewed as a network of rolesl

superintendent, principals,

teachers, et. al.
"Role conflicts occur whenever a role incumbent is
required to conform simultaneously to a number of expectations
which are mutually exclusive, contradictory or inconsistent

35 i.e., the superintendent's expectations of the
• • • ."
principal are di.ametrically opposed to the expectations of the
instructional stacc.

Conflict in expectations may also occur

between two or more reference groups, !.a.!,., the principals as a
group and the teachers as a group.

Finally, there could develo

conflict in expectations within a reference group,
in discord with other teachers.

33 Ibid.

34 Ibid., P• 425.
35Getzels and Guba, P• 432.

.!.:..!• • teacbe

11

"An administrator • • • is in the organization to help

clarify purposes, direction, and goal • • • to get programs and
people coordinated •

• •

u.36

While leadership is "the initiatio

of' a new structure or procedure f'or accomplishing an organization•s goals and objectives or tor changing an organization's

goals and objectives • 113 7

Either in the capacity ot' adminis-

trator or as a leader there is the frequent necessity of making

a decision.

This • • •

is essentially a judicial proceeding; that is,
a state of affairs is present, and a judgment
is made about it. The judgment is such as to
influence action which results Crom the decision. Action is implicit in a decision, and
the judgment is made so that a course 0€ action
will be influenced.3 8
Areas of Conflict
The office of the elementary school principal appears
to typify those institutional roles which presently are being
subjected to multitudinous conflicta and frustrations.
are many examples as principals relate to teachers.

There

Tradi-

tionally the principalship has carried with it certain

>6noald

F. Campbell, "Application of Administrative
Concepta to the E.lementary Principal.ship," Na$ional Elementarx
Principal, XLIV (April, 1965), 22.

37 Egner, p. 277.
' 8 oaniel £. Griffiths, A&nipistrative Th!orx in
l!:ducetion (University of Chicago:
Publishers, Inc., 1958), P• 122.

Interstate Printers and

12
administrative authority deemed necessary for the individual to
f'unction ef'f'ectively as the head of." the school.

"The dit':ficult

has been, however, that little consensus has prevailed as to
just what his authority includes.

School systems vary widely

in the manner in which they define the duties, responsibilities,
and limitations on the powers of' the principal.

0

39

"The making of decisions is at the very center o'f' the
process of' administration • • • •/tO and yet. many of the
principal's decisions are in the natura 0£ deciding how best
to introduce, define, and gain teacher support for policy
decisions made at higher levels.

Teachers are well aware that

the principal's judgments may not be final in the chain of
command.

This concept of his authority imposes definite

limitations upon the principal.

He cannot make decisions that

will not be accepted and carried out because his authority
would deteriorate if the stat£ refused to implement a decision.
"The authority carried by a decision depends upon whether i t is
accepted by subordinates."

41

Nearly all current literature in school administration
exhorts the principal to be democratic.

"One ot the fundamenta

tenets of the democratic process • • • is that those who are

3 9Redfern, P• 22.
40
Griffiths• P• 122.
41 Roald F. Campbell and william w. Wayson, 11 DecisionMaking in the IUementary Principalship," Nat&onal Elementary
~rinci al, XLI {January, 1962), 21.

13
affected by • • • decisions are entitled to participate in
making them."

42

Acceptance of' the objectives of democratic

administration places a heavy burden on the principal.
administration does not have to make
to make -- all decisions.

,Jt 3

The

in fact, should not try

Still., the staf'£ expects the

administration to make certain decisions and may even resent
being asked to participate.

'fhere are tjmes when an ad.minis-

trator must decide that teacher participation is likely to
produce positive results;

there are times when he need$ to

decide in terms of' a particular situation that it is not the
thing to do.

HThe administrator needs to know not only that

such sharing may produce the beneficial results, but he also
needs to know how to judge situations in which he should not
share in decision-making. •144

"The degree of democratic

cooperatiou that exists within a school depends on the degree
to which • • • the staff is willing to assume responsibility f'or
these f'unctions. 114 5

42 Grieder, P• 94.
4

3John E. Cooper, 'Ihe Elementqry .Scho2l Princiealship
(Columbus, Ohio: Merrill Books, Inc., 1957), P• 87.
411

Ji"'ranci.s G. Cornell, "When Should Teachers Share in
Making Administrative Decisions?u Nation's Schools, LIII (May,

1954), 45.
45 ueorge Sharp,

11

The Principal as a Professional
Leader," National A.t;lementarx 1-lrincipal, XLII (November, 1962),

62.

..

14
The problem of improved decision-making is one
of the really crucial issues in public education
at this time.
Our concern about the changing
relationships between teachers and administrators
stems Crom the ominous spector of an emerging and
possibly irrevocable cleavage between these two
groups. a cleavage which cannot possibly lead to
anything but harmful et"fects on the decision
making procggs in particular and public education
in general.
If' the principal is to :function in accord with the

expectations of the superintendent, i t would appear, "his
responsibilities will be to assemble a compatible staff', to
maintain a climate conducive to high perf'or1Uance, to match
teacher to class. and to develop the arrangements within his
community that he sees as appropriate. 04 7

In addition, he must

be aware of the ferment of ideas and keep abreast of new trends
to defend his position intelligently.

And yet, as increasingly

heavy demands are being made on the principal's time by routine
administrative and clerical duties, as the principalship
expands in terms of' the scope of' its responsibilities, :Lt
becomes apparent that there is not suf'ficient time f'or one
individual to control directly every aspect of the total school

program.

46 R. C. McKean, "Decision-making; the Administrator
Needs a New Outlook," Cleating House, XL! (January, 1967),
285.

47uonald A.

Erickson, "Forces 'for Change in the
Principal ship, 11 ~lementary School JournaJ., LXV (November, 196l.i ),

57.

15
It will be increasingly difficult, if not impossible, f'or the principal to know half as much as
his staff members know about their fields of
proficiency, so that he will be ill qualified in
most respects to advise or evaluate them; and
the task of' coordinating the work o:f many
48
s11eciali sts will becoMe increasingly critical.
These specialists are going to be far less responsive to being adrninistered by a line o:ff'icer
and far more sensitive to internalized no~us
and the authority of competence • • • An
administrator who attempts to gi.ve direction in
areas in which he is not perceived as totally
49
competent may encounter substantial resi.stanee.

"In the emerging scene, the principal cannot pretend
• • • competence-in-all-areas that would be required t'or him
to act as the didactic $Upervi:sor of' each of his srecialists ."
In short, "principals have lost ground

Ets

50

experts • • • and no

longer can expect def'erenee as the best educated man

L;is._/

in

the building. 1151
"The principals emJ)ha.size nomotheti.c behavior

i11

•••

interactions with the superintendent nnd idiographic behavior
in • • • interactions with the teachers." 52

However, as long

48 Ibid., P• 58.

49Thomas c.

Wood, "The Changing Role of' the Teachers
How Does i t Af':fect the Role 0£ the .Principal?" .t!!!,tionel
Ele111ent1ry Principal, IIIL (April, 1968), 36.

50 McNally, P• 89.
5lJ. H. Cronin, "School .Boards and Principals; lie.fore
and Af'ter Negotiations," Phi Delta KaPean, IL (November, 1967),
125.

5 2 James M. Lipham,
National

Dynamics oC the Principalship,
Elementary Principal, XLI (January, 1962), 26.
11

11

16
as principals assume the "boss-image, '1 inf'luencing the teacher's
welfare or professional lives, they will gain only limited

interaction with this group.

Teachers, like everyone else, are

usually somewhat apprehensive about their "boss."

as a person with whom one needs to ttplay-saf'e."

He is viewed

"Educational

literature is permeated with numerous references • • •
effecij

lto

the

that an unsatisfactory state of interpersonal rela-

tions frequently exists between administrators and teachers. 1153
"There seems to be an unwritten law which unconsciously draws
a line somewhere between what they Lteacherii will discuss in
his LPrincipal'f!f presence and· what must be proscribed. 11 5

4

Need for this Study
The time has come when a realistic look at the

principalship must be taken.

Although it is this position,

"which holds the old autocratic organization L;chool system/
together • • • it is also a barrier of the f'irst magnitude to
democratization and reform when the structure exhibits

senility.u.5.5

S.3Harry J. Meriges. "Attitudinal Di1'f'erences Between
Principals and Teachers," Natiogal Elemep.taa Principal, XL
(April• 1961)• 35.

54 Wilbur A. Yauch, Helpipg Teacher! Under1tand PrinciE&!.!. (Northern Illinois University: Appleton-Century Crof'ts,
Ind., 1957), P• 3.
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In many respects, principals today are faced with
a greater challenge than the dinosaurs, who
became extinct, since the definition of the
principal'& role has come to be truly gigantic in
scope and since the principals are in conflict
about what they ought to become if they are to
survive.56
·
I£ the principalship is to persist, it would appear a modifi-

cation 0£ the concept of the principal's role must become a
necessity.

"Each principal must define t:or himself or seek

better of'f'icial def'inition of his f'unction."57
District growth has a tendency to remove the local
elementary school further from the authority of central
administration.

Geographically and psychologically the

individual school becomes "out-there-by-itsel:C" much more than
it used to be.

Since variations are Cound within school

communities, it becomes unrealistic to impose common procedures
and practices on all schools within a district.

Growth

necessitates some decentralization of amninistrative power.
"If not, the schools • • • are not likely to be as responsive
as they need to be to the specific concerns of the community
they serve." 58
These trends suggest polar possibilities. The
elementary principal and his staff may be
granted greater autonomy oC operation on the

~ftional

56 E. B. McNeil, "The Principal-An ~ducated Dinosaur,"
Elementarx Princ&e•A• XLI (November, 1961),
57campbell and Wayson, P• 22.

58Taylor and McPherson, P• 84.

59.
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local school level. A less attractive possibility is that increased size o:f school
districts may bring about a depersonalization
of relationships between principals, teachers,
and children at one end of' the line and central
administration of':ficials at the other. 59
It is clear that what must be discovered is a new
pattern of' organization which will make i t possible for
teachers and administrators to work together productively in
making important judgments and solving significant problems in
our schools.
The problem of' improved decision-making :i.s one
oC the really crucial issues in public education
at this time. Our concern about the changing
relationships between teachers and administrators
stems Crom the ominous spector of an emerging and
possibly irrevocable cleavage between these two
groups, a cleavage which cannot possibly lead to
anything but harrnt'ul e:ff'ects on the decieionmaking process in particular and public education
in genera1.60

"Principals must work tor new 6rganizational relationships with
teachers in the decision-making process at the school level."

61

l:f principals are to coordinate their sta:f;f in making
decisions operational, it would appear to be highly
advantageous :for them to determine specified areas of job
responaibilities (deciding and per:forming those activities
which will accomplish a task) as perceived by themselves and by

59 cooper, P• 15.
60 McKean, P• 285.
61 Fenwick, p. 160.
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teachers.

"More decisions about specifics must be made by the

principal and his faculty."

62

''At present there is little

general agreement as to whether certain administrative
practices and principles are acceptable to both teachers and
principals.n 63
Fixing job responsibilities would clarify to the
principals those tasks which are considered by the staff his
prerogatives, or cooperative project (democratic process), or
the teacher's domain.

ConClict could be reduced between

principals and teachers iC there were agreement upon designated
areas of job performance.

Clear awareness by the principal

would help him decide when to ask for teacher participation.
It would also

app~ar

important for superintendents to be as

cognizant as principals in this area.

"The superintendent and

the principal cannot work well together unless both of them are
fostering the same approach with the faculty." 64

More e£fectiv

lines of communication could develop between the administration
and the faculty iC teachers could also identify areas of
expected participation on the part of the principal.

"If

faculty members perceive that the principal • • • holds values

62uenry J. Otto, "The Changing Environment of the
Principal,!' National ElementarY Principal, XL (February, 1961),

14.
63 Merigis, P• 35.

64 Taylor and McPherson, P• 84.
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similar to theirs, they will be content to accept many more of
his decisions."

65

There could also be important side etfects from this
investigation.

Principals would be able not only to describe

a more pragmatic definition of their functions (role) but also
develop insights £or future actions.

~ualifications

and

preparation for the principalship could also be gleaned by
aca~emic

training centers and superintendents.

Finally, a

study of this type should reveal to principals and teachers
their peers' determinations as to &reas of .hb involvement.
If it is generally true, that "the greater the unity within a
group • • • the higher the satisfaction in the group,"

66

this

information could be an important step to the administration in
developing teacher job satisfaction.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study is to determine iC there is a

perceived significant difference between teachers and principal
for the performance of those specified responsibilities (see
appendix, P• 1S7) which could feasibly be performed in an
educational institution.

Another is to identify what principal

perceive as their responsibilities, teachers' responsibilities,
shared responsibilities, and neither principals' nor teachers'
responsibilities,

6 5campbell and Wayson, P• 21.
66 Lipham, P• 26.
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Procedure Cor Study

A more elaborate explanation 0£ the

research-instrument~

validating procedure (see Chapter III) with its subsequent
dissemination (see Chapter IV) will be given in latter chapters.
At this juncture a summarization will be presented 0£ those
processes which preceded the tabulation and interpretation of
the data.

These initial proceedings. concluding in the tabula-

tion of principals' and teachers• responses to items on the
questionnaire, were carried on with the active cooperation and
advice 0£ the Illinois Office of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction, Department of

~dueational

Research.

Since this researcher deemed content validity would
most feasibly suit the purposes of this investigation. validation of' the questionnaire evolved in two stages.

In the

attempt to develop a list of' tasks which could most practically
emanate from an elementary attendance center, appropriate
educational literature was read.

This reading consisted 0£

journals, textbooks, and association publications which
suggested articles that related to school administration and
staff' members.

Abstracts oC dissertations were examined for

topics that related to the role oC the principal (see
references, appendix, p.120).

This investigator then designed

a format f'or t.he proposed questionnaire which included those
items (seventy-five) obtained Crom the literature.
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Educational practitioners wera selected representing
different geographic location8 primarily in the Chicagoland
suburban areas (Cook and Ou.Page Counties).

A first validation

procedure requested principals {seven) and teachers (seventy)
from District #4 (Addison, Illinois) to critique the

in~tru

ment's con-l\cnt, :for;uat, and style (see a11pendix, p. l'.52).

Similar requests, during tho second validation, were made of'
principals (two) and teachers (six) in ~ive elementary
districts located North and South of Chicago, Illinois.

The

third procedure utilized comments primarily £rom teRchers
(Cive) in Chicago, Illinois.

In addition, non-certified and

central office personnel (ten) of District

#4,

were queried

while several principals (three) and teachers (seventeen) were
asked again to review the questionnaire.
Each time, the author, with the advice of the Assistant
He.search Director, O:f.fice ot: Superintendent of .Public Instruc-

tion, incorporated into the next Corm the practitioner's
rEiconunenda tions.

Primarily during the f'irst and last validating

procedure the instrument was critiqued in conjunction with
intervie'Ws.

The completed form, consisting o:f fi:fty-:five items,

was approved and prepared for mailing to Illinois principals anc
teachers by the Office of th• Superintendent of Public

Instruction.
A population of principals (excluding Chicago) randomly
selected from the mailing list of the Office of the
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Superintendent of' Public Instruction were forwarded a packet.
Instructions for their selection of' two teachers and completion
of the questionnaire were included (see appendix, p.136).

The

responses from the returnc were tabulated and the statistical

means f'or principals and teachers were classi:fied.

In addition

the 'l'rue Means and the Mode trnre. ascertained :for each score
(see Chapter IV).

1'he standard error of' the dif'ference between

means was utilized in the analysis and interpretation of' the
data (see Chapter V) to determine significant differences in
.school building personnel perceptions'.

CHAPTER II

RBLATED STUDIES
During the last ten years approximately a dozen studies
have directed their attention to the broad activities oC the
elementary school principal.

Many more investigations could be

added i:f this role was considered as it relates to specific
areas,

.i..a..!.••

discipline, instruction, parents.

In addition, dozens o:t articles by past and
present practitioners or professors have
prescribed, often in cookbook fashion precisely
what the principal should do and how he should
do it. Still others have shared :favorite
"secret recipes" :for successf'ul performances in
one or more problem situations with which
principals typically are :faced. Added to this
are probably hundreds of unreported job analyses
o:f the elementary principalship that have been
undertaken
public school systems throughout
the nation.

in

In 1958 Keith V. Waite investigated the personal
characteristics of principals as they relate to their leadership
role.

This study revealed the principal must conform to

behaviors which are regarded by the staf£ as proper for his
role.

Latent conflicts, inherent in the teacher-principal

relationship, are readily escalated into hostilities which can
severely hamper thA effectiveness of a school principal.
1 Lipham, Role of the Principal, p. 29.
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Behavioral expectations evolve from traditions, values of' the
teaching profession, and the cultural setting of the local
school.

The principals' prior knowledge of role norms for their

expected behavior is essential although individual differences
of staff members make each teacher-principal relationship

unique.

"Group loyalty is not automatically accorded to the

official leader, but must be earned before he can eff'ectively
operate in a leadership capacity."

2

Mildred Bernstein in 1959 ascertained {K-12) teachers'
role expectations of school board members, superintendents,
principals and their role perceptions of these administrators.
A corollary investigation explored the relationship between
teachers' perceptions of the principal, the Board of Education,
and teacher morale.

It was disclosed teachers stressed the

personalized human relations aspect of all administrative levels
particularly those of the superintendent and the principal.

A

strong positive relationship between teachers' perceptions of
the principal, the Board of
was also discovered.

~ducation

1

and teacher morale status

"Convergence of role expectations and role

perception of a principal and of a Board of Education were
associated with high morale." 3

The converse of this was also

2 Keith V. Waite, "A Situational Analysis of the TeacherPrincipal Relationship" (unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Stanford University, Palo Alto, California, 1958). Dissertatin~
Abstracts, 19:2278, No. 9: 1959·
3Mildred Bernstein, "A Study of Teacher's Role
Expectations and Role-Perceptions of a Principal, Superintendent.
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true, especially in the relationship oC the teachers to their
principals.
Several years later. in 1961, Frederick D. Thorin
surveyed the perceptions of' secondary school principals and
reference groups as tbey related to the ideal and actual
behavior oC the prineipalship.

A subsequent phase of this

investigation also determined the principals' perceptions of
these respondents' views toward his work time allotments.

The

data indicated that "the principal does not have an accurate
perception of the total role concept held for him by his staff
and superintendent."

4

A

great~r

amount of agreement exists

between the principal, staf'f', and superintendent in relation to
their concept of the principal's "ideal" role concerning the
"ideal" percentage of' time that should be devoted to the
implementation

o~

the principal's functions.

The principal was

in agreement with his staff when he believed that he was not
placing enough "actual" emphasis on his curricular functions and
too much "actual" emphasis on hi.to public relations £unctions.
and Board of' Education and the Relationship Between Convergence
and Divergence of Role Expectation and Role-Perception and
Teacher Morale~ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, New York
University, Albany, 1959). Dj.sa!rtation Abatract!t, 20:4008,

No. 10-13:

1960.

4Frederick D. Thorin, "A Study to Determine the Accurac
with which Selected Secondary Principals Perceive the Role
Expectations held for them by their Staff and Superintendent"
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, Wayne State University,
Detroit, Michigan, 1961). Di119rt1£ion Abstracts, 22:480,

No. 1•3:

1961-62.
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The research inquiry of John Herbert Crotts in 1963

compared and analyzed concepts of' the actual and ideal roles of
elementary school principals.

Analysis of' the data revealed

that "principals and superintendents unlike teachers did not
perceive a high degree of relationship between the actual and

The degree of relationship

ideal roles of the principals."5

between the principals' and superintendents•, principals' and
teachers•, and superintendents' and teachers' perceptions of'

the principal's actual and ideal £unction although not high was
positive.
Martin Gray's study in ·1961 sought to reveal diversif'ied
school personnel's perceptions of' the school principal.ship.

The data

collectin~

instrument, representing expected tasks or

£unctions that could be applied to the principalship,
adaptation and extension

or

w~s

an

the Superintendent's Perf'ormance

Instrument employed by Gross, in a study of the school
superintendency.

It indicated that "there are dif'ferent amounts

of' consensus on clifferent expectations for the principal's
position within and between • • • teacher, principal, and
central of'fice staf'f' positions."

6

It was .further concluded that

'John Herbert Crotts, "A Comparison and an Analysis ot:
the Concepts of the Role of' the Elementary School .Principal"
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of' Missouri,
Columbia, 1963). Dissertation Ab1tr9cts, 24:3166, No. 7-9: 196~

6 Martin Gray, ''A Role Analysis of' the School Principalsbip" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Wisconsin, Madison, 1961). Diassrtatiop Abstrasta, 22:1884,

No. 4-6:

1961-62.
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in order to assure teacher satisCaction and harmonious working
relationships, the administrator must reconcile contlicting
expectations placed on his position.

He must be continually

alert to role expectations as detined by his teachers so that
he may reconcile these with his own perceptions ot their

expectations.
In 1964 Calvin Morton Frazier investigating the role
expectations held £or the elementary principal utilized somewhat similar representative respondents as did Martin Gray.
Additional attention was given to the intensity with which each
expectation was held.

The study revealed findings relatively

similar to the above inquiry.
11

It was also concluded,

identif'ying expectation di:ff'erences appears to of:fer a means

:for locating potential problem areas for a school adminis-

trator. ~7

In addition, examination of role expectation should

consider the position and situational setting of' the individual.
Through a critical review of' educational literature in
1962t Bill Jay Ranniger derived his information about the

principalship.

His attention was also directed to ascertaining

better ways :for de:fining the principal's job responsibilities,
areas of agreement or disagreement, and the success with which

?Calvin Morton Frazier, "Role Expectations 0£ the
Elementary Principal as Perceived by Superintendents, Principab
and Teachers" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of'
Oregon, Eugene, 1964}. Di§!&rtation Abstracts, 25:5675, No. 10:

1965.
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principals fulfill their tasks.

It was concluded there appears

to be general agreement on the broad areas of principalship
responsibility.

Teaching is not usually considered a duty of

the principal.

"Consensus concerning the relative importance

of specific work responsibilities was not evident • • •

Lbecausij

different referent groups have differing perspectives

of the principalship • • •

,.8

School districts do not commonly

attempt to give direction to the work

ot'

principals by

emphasizing the important aspects of their work.
associations and textbook authors do.

State

Principals are

dev~ting

a.n undue proportion of' time to ·routine clerical and administra-

tive duties and are not adequately

their jobs.

f'~llfilling

other aspects o'f'

"It is time f'or those de:fining the duties oC

principals to consider where emphasis should be placed and to
provide :for thiii 3111phasis in written job descriptions. n9

Joseph Loa Fearing in 1963 and Francis Latimer in 1966
conducted investigations which ascertained congruence of
faculty and principal perceptions of' the principal's role
behavior as it related to Chester I. Barnard's postulate.
"He.search, theory, and practitioners have tended to support
Chester I. Barnard's postulate that inter-personal perceptions

8 Billy Jay Ranniger, "A Summary Study o'f the Job
Hesponsibilities of the Elementary School Principal" (unpublish
doct':lral. dissertation, University ·of' Oregon, Eugene. 1962).
Dissertation Abstracts, 23:1988, No. 6: 1962.
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must be similar £or the efficient functioning of cooperative
systems."

10

The later study additionall.y considered the

principal's responsibility in improving the educational program,
selecting and developing personnel, working with the community,
and managing the school.

l''earing

11

.f'ound • • • that inter-

personal perceptions among key personnel were frequently
dissimilar." 11

He also concluded that either these schools

were not functioning ef.f'iciently or Barnard's postulate needs
revision.
The results of Latimer indicated that. except in the
area of working with the community, there were positive
correlations between the principars and teacher's valuations.
It was concluded that, "the elementary school principal needs
to communicate his perception of his rola to his teachers just
as he must also be aware of their perception 0£ his role." 12
The degree of communication between the principal and his staff

di.f'f'ered among elementary schools because various roles of' the
principal were perceived di£ferently by each principal and his
10 Joseph Lea Fearing, "Principal Faculty Perceptions of
Certain Common Observable Role Behaviors 0£ the ~Uementary Sch
Principal" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Colorado State
College, Greely, 196}). Di~sertation Abstract~, 25:224, No. 1:

1964.
ll~.

12 Lowell Francis Latimer, "The Role 0£ the ~lementary
School Principal as Perceived by the Faculty and Principal
through Selected Role Behaviors" (unpublished doctoral disserta
tion, University oC North Dakota, Grand Forks, 1966). Disserta
Abst
s, 27:326-A, No. 10•12: 1966-67.
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faculty.

Since i t was f'ound that similar inter-personal

perceptions among personnel had a positive relationship, i t was
concluded that these schools were f'unctioning ef'f'iciently and
that Barnard's postulate does hold f'or the efficient £unctionin

of cooperative systems.

The next investigations were primarily designed to
utilize dissimilar instruments -- a Responsibilitx Check List
and Episode Situation Questionnaire -- to

r~veal

respondents'

perceptions of' two aspects of: the principa.lship.

The check

list was designed to determine prime responsibili ti.es of' the

principal as compared with other educators.

The ql18$tionnaire

provided mean scores tor analysi.s of' the orientation of the
groups -- nomothetic, idiographic, or
role of' the principalship.
the reactions

o~

~ransactional

toward the

In 1965 Stanley Roy Morgan analyzed

school personnel.

From the responses to the

check list, he agreed with Muse that in all areas (except
curriculum) the principalship was assigned a major role;
subordinate and superordinate groups did not view the
principalship as having prime responsibility in instructional
leadership.

The questionnaire revealed all groups

h~d

mean

scores within the transactional range l':i th a moderate nomothetic

orientation r.or principals.

The study also indicated that "the

role of the pr:lncipalship is recognized as separate and apart

Crom that of the teacher • • • even though differences may
exist in the interpretation of tha manner in which this role is
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carried out." 13

Subordinate or superordinate pref'erence --

idiographic or nomothetic -- for the principalship was not
substantiated.
Ivan David Muse. in addition to interrogating school
personnel in 1966, obtained responses :Crom undergraduate,
graduate majors, and proCesaora of education.

In this inquiry

"principals were found to be somewhat nomothetically oriented
while the alter groups indicated a preference tor the principal
ship position to be sl.ightly idiographically oriented." 14
Undergraduates exhibited the same perceptions as principals in
their assignment of' prime principalship responsibilities.

It

was recommended that training programs for school administrator
should emphasize the "human relations" aspects of the
principalship.
In 1966 Herbert Raymond Johnson examined the relative
importance elementary school personnel attached to duties
commonly carried on by school principals.

"No particular

pattern with reference to major areas of principal
responsibilities • • • evolved from examination of the nature
1

'stanley Ray Morgan, ".Public School Principalship:
Role Expectations by Relevant Groups" (unpublished doctoral
dissertation• University of Utah, Salt Lake City, 1965).
Dissertation Austtact~, 26:4390, No. 8: 1966.
1 '*oavid Ian Muse, "The Public School .Principalship:
Role Expectations by Alter Groups" (unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, 1966).
Dissertation Abstracts, 27:2335A, No. 7-9: 1967.

o:f the items by superintendents • • • " 15

Supervision and

''

curriculum development was indicated as the principal's major
area of responsibility.

This conclusion is directly at variance

with Messrs. Muse and Morgan.
'llie final probe of the principalship which relates to
this study was conducted by Cli:f£ord Wayne Crone, in 1968.
Focused primarily on role behavior, it consisted of an analysis
of reactions to statements termed posited role exeectancies of
the elementary principal in terms of intensity of :feeling
concerning the statements.

Examples of posited expectancies

considered indicative oC role con:flict were "encouraging
teachers to plan and conduct faculty meetings • • • making
exceptions to district policies • • • supporting the position
of.' the superintendent in a di:ff.'erence between teachers and the

superintenden.t."

16

the principal to:

Examples o:f agreed-upon items called Cor

require teachers to prepare written lesson

plans, encourage teachers to try new techniques and materials,
and discuss parental complaints with individual teachers.
Examples of.' posited expectations viewed as proscriptive for the
.,lSHerbert Raymond Johnson, "A Study of.' Perceptions of
Duties of Elementary School Principals" (unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of North Dakota, Grand Forks, 1966).
Dis;ertation Abstracts, 27:1952-A, No. 4-6: 1966.

16c11f:ford Wayne Crone, "Reactions of Illinois Elementary Principals, Teachers, and Superintendents to Posited Role
Expectancies of the Elementary Principal" (unpublish,.t4-d.p~toral
dissertation, University of.' Colorado• Boulder, i9'6'ro:•rO\;V,..._
Dissertation Abstracts, 29:4:;0-A, August, 196f ......_;~, ... ,_ " £::~~'
, ,~I
1 n·1·~·;l_,._
\

principal are:

'*

to obtain teachers• participation in screening

and selection of' instructional staf'f t

to honor parental

requests Cor placement oC children with a particular teacher.

These brief'ly-described studies have in common a
similar goal - analysis 0£ the principalship.

dissimilar, however. in several respects:

They are

their methodology,

population sampling, the nature of respondents, or statistical
procedures employed.

Although the present investigation does

have some elements which resemble several 0£ these probes, i t
is nevertheless unique.

No survey designed to interpret the

role expectations 0£ the elementary school principal has been
previously devised to sample respondents throughout the State
of' Illinois.

The statistical techniques (mode, standard error

of' the mean, standard error of the dif'f'erence between means,

and Pearson Product Moment; Coe£f'icient of' Correlation) have
not f'ormerly been combined to assist in the analysis of this
kind of data.

Furthermore, the questionnaire (a nowly-

validated instrument) is believed to be unique in design and
intent because i t attempts to encompass a "global'' description
of' all f'easible elementary school activities.

It is designed

to describe elementary educational activities without directing
attention specifically to the principalship.
named respect,

In the above

the questionnaire is dif':ferent from other

instruments with a similar purpose.
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The major thrust oC this investigation is to determine
statistically the existence of perceptual differences between
teachers and principals as to tho role of the elementary school
principal.

This study is not concerned with leadership (Waite)

or teacher morale (Bernstein) or secondary (Thorin) and
elementary (Crotts) principals' actual and ideal behavior.
Unlike several studies (Gray, l<"razier) this inquiry concentrate!
only on principals and responses by their staff.

It is neither

a review of' the literature (Ranniger) nor an attempt to relate

role perceptions to a poll"tulate (Fearing, Latimer).

The

respondents have been f'orwardetl a single questionnaire, related

to task performance, not two different instruments (Morgan,

Muse),

~ocusing

on a responsibility check list and episode

situation questionnaire.

There is no attempt to determine the

relative importance 0£ the principal's activities (Johnson) or
the intensity of £eeling toward duties commonly carried on by
tha principal (Crone).

CHAPTER III

INSTHUMENT VALIDATION
"The validity of' a test may be de:fined as the accuracy
with which it measures that which it is intended to measure, or
as the degree to which it approaches infallibility in
measuring what it purports to measure ... 1

Content, construct,

predictive, and concurrent validity have been recognized by the
American Educational Research Association and the National
Council on Measurements Used

in

'

Education.

The former (face or

logical validity) is ascertained by determining how well the
(items) content samples the class of' situations about which
conclusions are drawn.

"Described by the relevance ot: a test

to dif'f'erent types of criteria, such as analysis of' • • • jobs,
• • • analysis of' textbooks, • • • L~niJ
competent persons • • • • ,.2

pooled judgments oC

Content validity is most suitable

for this investigator's purposes.

Construct, predictive and

concurrent validation were deemed inappropriate.

Construct

validity is inferential and is generally employed when

J. Francis Hummert
Eva uat n (New

A Pr

York:
(New

1965

t

P• 377.
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measuring psychological qualities.

Predictive validity

attempting to compare present measured performance with some
described future behavior was not in accord with the design ot
this study.

Concurrent validity would have necessitated the

availability of an instrument similar in scope and intent with

this author's questionnaire.
Validation progressed in two phases.

The first was

directed toward an analysis of literature describing activities
conceivably performed in an elementary attendance center.

The

second utilized educational practitioners• critiques (content,
format, style) of the developing questionnaire.

gducational

journals, association publications, and textbooks were surveyed
Cor articles that related to school administration and school
staff' members.

Abstracts of dissertations were examined :for

topics that analyzed the role of' the principalship.

That

section o:f' the literature which suggested an appropriate task
was noted.

The references (see Appendix, p.120) describe the

initial source(s) :from which each item on the questionnaire
evolved.

Since the intent, at this stage, was to ascertain

i:.;chool activiti., .. , the primary concern was the task per:f'ormance
rather than the task per£ormer.
Witn the

a~sistanee

of the Assistant

Rese~rch

Director,

O:f':f'ice of' Superintendent of Public Instruction 0£ Illinois,
approximately seventy-rive items were put into a workable :form
f'or the proposed questionnaire.

Suggested items were reworded

to most effectively fit the design of this study.

It was

essential that each statement characterize a substantive level
of decision-making.
ins~ructional

Broad areas of responsibility,

.!.:..!.•t

leadership, building administration, school-

community relations were not considered.

Merely mechanical

activities, not conducive to a variety of })rocedures f'or
discharging a responsibility, were also not employed.

Central

staff activities, such as recording board minutes or developing
operational procedures £or the superintendent's personnel,
ordinarily not involving school building personnel, were also
not considered.

The selected responsibilities were viewed as

encompassing necessary el.ementary school operations and did
not represent a predetermined weighting.

Although the personal

dimension (idiographic) was not a £actor, each item was examinec
to determine whether or not its implementation and/or effect
implied human interaction.

Thia investigator, anticipating an

interpretation of respondents• selections, desired this
characteristic in each task to assist in the analysis oC
perceived assignments.

The second phase of validation required that competent
educators evaluate the measuring instrument.

'!'heir selection

was based on their availability, coupled with recognized
successCul per£orrance in an elementary attendance center (K-6).
Each recipient received a directive (see appendix, P• l~) which
accompanied the questionnaire.

All principals and many teachera
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were individually contacted to determine their understandings of
the directions and the suggested method for returning their
written comments.
The proposed questionnaire was sent out to three separate
groups at three separate times.

First, to a sample of

colleagues (teachers, principals) in District #4, O~Page County,
Illinois; second, to principals and members of their staff in
five other elementary districts mainly in DuPage and Cook
Counties; third, to para-professionals, individual teachers, and
school .specialists.

In each case, constructive comments were

incorporated into the subsequent form, with the ass.istance of
the Research Uepartment, and again disseminated to recipients.
Principally during the first and last stage in the development
of the instrument there was both written and oral communication
between respondents and the author of this study.

The forms for the first validation procedure were
disseminated to all principals (seven) and representative
teachers (seventy) in Addison, Illinois (District #4).

All

administrators and 75 per cent of the teachers responded.
Approximately 40 per cent of the respondents were personally
contacted.

Most of the major modifications in the instrument

were the result of this processing.
written responses focused mainly upon evaluating the
content and style of the questionnaire, whereas the interviews
mainly focused upon the format, i.e., size, shape, general

makeup.

Clarification of statements, deletion oC items, and

correction of language usage was advised.

Restructuring of

items with overtones of behavioral connotations, rather than job
descriptions, was also recommended.

Separation of activities

within a single statement recognized as dissimil.ar was advised,
while other tasks suggested as implicit within another item were
proposed for removal.
kecommcndations which Bu3gested restructuring or
deleting a·tatements because they implied joint e:ff'ort by staf'f'

members and other school personnel were not alwaye

follo~e<l.

l'his was also true Cor items re1.'erred to as being "loaded'' for

principal or teacher.

In spite of the fact that several items

were traditionally perceived as the responsibility of the
principal or teacher they remained in the questionnaire.

An

intention ot' thiH investigation was to determine employed stat't'
members' perceptions of job responsibilities.

Not all recommendations of' those who critiqued the
questionnaire were incorporated.

It was of'ten suggested that

tasks be categorized under broad headings, e.g., community,
central of't'ice, classroom.

This advice was disregarded since

it had been predetermined to attempt to have teachers and

principals treat each item independently.

A primary considera-

tion in revising the questionnaire on the basis· of replies was
to avoid including state•ents as to responsibilities oC teacher
or principal which would likely trigger an automatic response.
1..1i
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The intent was to minimize the possibility of respondents
letting their reaction to one item influence their responses to
another.
The interviews focused primarily upon questions dealing
with the general appearal1ce of the introduction and u.pon the
area of respondent's choices.

tions

state~ents

or added.

Based on participants• sugges-

in the introduction wer•

rearran~ed,

deleted

For clarification the meaning of job responsibility

was def'ined within the introduction (see Appendix, p.137).

section (see Appendix,

A

p.13n was added that encouraged

respondents to make the meaning of' their response to any item
clearer.

(See last page of questionnaire).
At this point in the development of the instrument the

question was Crequently asked by the respondents whether areas
representing re1p2:ndent•s 9hoic!§ would be uniformly deciphered
by staf'f' members.

(see Appendix, p. 1.3.3).

The major areas of

designated responsibility (teacher's, principal's, shared,
neither) were easily determined.

However, a further break-down

on each major area on the initial questionnaire, with
reference to discretionary locutions was indicated as di£ficult
to interpret.

These terms were "possibly could be, 11 rrpref'erably

should be," "absolutely must be."

It was

su~gested

that

respondents could have different understandings for each breakdown that would later cause difCiculty in interpretation Cor
the

inv~stigator.

It was further indicated that categorical
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structuring created arbitrary differentiations and tended to
preclude the possibility of respondents manifesting their
attitude towards degrees of cooperative activities on the part
of principals And teachers.

A£ter a discussion with the

Assistant Research Director, suggested modifications were
evaluated and (except for reseondent choices) were incorporated
into the

que~tionnaire.

During the second validation procedure, principals
(two) and teachers (six) from five separated locales were asked
to critique the instrument.

'nrny were selectt>d :from d:if'f'erent

geographical locations in the Chicago me trot-1oli t1;.u1 areas.

These

were :from Uistrict #39 (Wilmette), District #57 (Mt. Prospect),
iJistrict #122 (Oaklawu-Ridgeland), Uistr:l.ct #123 (Oak La't.-n-

Hometown), an.d District #162 (Matteson).

There was an 80 pa· ant

return f'rom principals and 45 per cent return :from teachers.
Only the principals were interviewed.
The critical and constructive comments, although greatly

decreased, as compared to the first validation, were somewhat
similar to the previous validation procedure.

Further

clarit'ications • task separations, deletions an'' restructuri.ng
were suggested in the area of' content.

recommended.

Item grouping was also

The suggestion to enclose staff members' responses

in boxes to improve clarity was implemented.

The most

persistent criticisms both in written and oral communica.tions
focused upon the respondent's

choice~.

It was again indicated

that teachers and principals would have dirfieulty in
differentiating sub-classifications by locutions.

At this time

thc1 recommenda t:i.ons of' several evaluators, pertaining to

respondent's choices (see Appendix, p.137) were incorporated
into the basically f'inal form of the questionnaire.
hith the instrument nearly complete it was again

disseminated to several heterogenous groups:

C~icago,

Illinois teftcherR (five); HichigAn City, Indiana teachers
(three); Addison, Illinois non-certificated and
personnel (ten).

sup~rvisory

Twenty f'orm~ were given to District /!4

(Addiao11, Illinois) tea cha.ca and principals, np1>roxi111a tely

.50 per cent had been previously questioned.

Ther<~

was a

70 per cent response, 60 per cent were interviewed.
The written comments were f'ew.

1'he intervie'"s were

primarily directed to clari:ty the Cormat, style, and content oC
the instrument.

Appendix,

p.1~)

Statement #7 on the instructional sheet (see

was also discussed.

At this time item #54

was suggested and incorporated into the questionnaire.
comments were positive.

All

Everyone interviewed stated that the

described tasks implied alternate ways for implementation and
also suggested hwnan interaction.

'!hose who had been contacted

d\l.ring the :first validation indicated the instrument 'ias great!

improved, the :format pertaining to re!!Pondent's choice was more

acceptable, and nc :further alterations were suggested.

With

slight modifications, con:finad largely to the general make-up o
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the instrument, :fif'ty-five items (.see Appendix, p.1,7) o:f the
questionnaire were formally approved by the Research Department,
Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction.
Limitation of the Questionnaire
Lipham suggests that weaknesses of empirical studies
describing role

expeet~tions

may be categorized into two areas

-- methodological and substantive.

Methodologically, the

''real 11 nature of' roles is circumscribed by ropresen.tati VH i tP.ms
which structure respondent choices.

The selection of items for

this investigation was greatly influenced by the subjective
preferences of the author.

His interpretations were dependent

upon the responses of sampled school pe.rsonnel primarily

employod in DuPage and Cook Counties.

This investigator

attempted to mitir,ate this limitation of the questionnaire by a
broad coverage

or

topics, an unstructured selection

or

areas,

and an opon-end option whi.ch encouraged comments.
Substantive weaknesses, Lipham states, of: principalship
role investigations f'reou.ently ignore si tui3.tional :factors.

The

gross approach in Illinois to job responsibilities in this study
with its subsequent normative interpretations has obscured
localized intluences.

Although there is an attempt to classify

r•1opotH.lent8' choic<e8 in accord with school size, other

variables were not considered.

Primary among these other

variables is the "unique., attitude of' the conununi ty toward the
educational Process.

This attitude would be reflected in board
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policies and superintendent's edicts; the organizational
hierarchy; the availability of

~acilities,

school specialists,

and welfare agencies; and the scope of educational programs and
innovative commitments.

All or any of these could in£luenee

respondent•s choices.

No consideration was given to the principal's present
responsibilities:
attendance center.

K-2, K-4, K-6 building, or more than one
Those f'ee.tures peculi.ar to the school

building adlf1ini8 tra tor• e.g., age, f'e)l., academic and prof'essional
experif'lncee were also not revealed.

'fhis was equally true :for

teachers in which their assigned grade level might have
inxluenced their responsee.

Behavioral and personality factors

which influence the aEsumption of' responsibilities and cleeisionmaking were also not ascertained.

~APURIV

TABULATION OF DATA

The initial recipients of the questionnaire were three
hundred principals and six hundred teachers in the State of
Illinois.

Names were obtained from the mailing registry of the

Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction.

School

districts throughout the State are listed alphabetically as are
attendance centers within each district.

The selection of

principals was initiated by pulling a number (1-10) from a
container.

Starting at that point (No. 4) every seventh school

was chosen from the mailing list.

In each packet, disseminated

to principals, were instructions (see Appendix, P• 136)

for

selecting two classroom instructors to be administered the
questionnaire.

372

(62~)

The returns from 188

(62.33~)

principals and

teachers indicated a second sampling was unnecessary.

Scoring was accomplished in the Collowing manner.

For

every questionnaire item (55), principals' responses to each
choice (see Appendix, P• 137) and then teachers' responses to
each choice were tabulated.

There were six choices:

1. Neither's responsibility; 2. Teacher's responsibility;

3 • .Mainly teacher's responsibility; 4. Shared responsibility;
5. Mainly principal's responsibility; 6. Principal's
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responsibility.

A weighted average response Cor principals who

selected that choice by the numerical value ascribed to that
choice.

Statistical means were derived by adding these end-

products and dividing by the total number of principals
responding to an item.

The same method was utilized in

calculating means for teachers.
The choice of "neither's responsibility" was not
initially considered in the development of weighted average
responses.

The inclusion of this area in the questionnaire was

to provide respondents an option when they attributed a
responsibility to someone other than a certified school building
staff member or a non-certified person.
All of the principals' statistical means are illustrated
in a numerically progressive order Crom lowest to highest.
These scores (items) are placed into five categories (II to VI).
Each category is analogous to the choices available to
respondents on the questionnaire,
-- Category II.

i.s.!.•t

teacher's responsibility

The category class limits,.!..:..&•• 1.50-2.49, are

described in parentheses.

A similar procedure was employed in

illustrating teachers' scores.

Modes have been identified in a

further attempt to clarify the mean scores.

They describe in

percentages that choice which achieved the highest selection
coupled with the numbers who responded to the item.

When

either teachers or principals responded in excess of

5~

Category I

to

(neither's responsibility), it has been noted.
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frequently coupled with this choice, respondents added a comment
as to whom they would attribute this responsibility.

For every

seven principals, one made a comment; Cor every four teachers,
one made a comment.
These items, placed in their representative

categ~ries,

not only inCorm individuals oC peer responses but also suggest
potential problem areas for administrators and classroom
instructors.

A coefficient of correlation

ot +.97 was obtained

when the principals' statistical means (55) were related to the
teachers• statistical means (55) by the Pearson Product Moment
method.
Within each of the five categories the sequence oC
derived means is accompanied by confidence intervals at the .05
and .Ol levels.

This has been calculated to determine within

each category the location of the True Mean.

Since an equal

likelihood exists that the T.M. could have a numerical value
either above or below the statistical mean, we may assume our
parameter mean is placed at the point of the derived mean.

It

should be noted the location of the T.M. becomes questionable
when the obtained mean lies close to the described upper or
lower limits of a category.

While this uncertainty decreases as

the numerically derived averages progress away from the lower
limits, the uncertainty increases as it moves closer to the
upper limits.
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The :five :following tables (1 A, 1 B, 1 C, l

D, and l

are analogous to the :five categories previously described,
Table l A represents Category II.

~)

!..:...!.••

They present the principals'

responses to the 55 item$ on the questionnaire.
Table l A indicates principals perceived 01.81% (1) 0€
the itema as the teacher's responsibility.

Table l A
Principals' Responses to Category II

CATEGORY II (l.50•2.49)

4.

Non-Instructional duties

2.17

II

79.79% (150)

.0.5 2.11-2.33
.01 2.10-2.alt
Several, whose responses did not concur with those o:f the
majority, suggested this as a para-professional responsibility.
Table 1 B indicates principals perceived 10.91% (6) of'
the items as mainly t2achtr's responsibility.

Table 1 B
Principals' Responses to Category III

CATEGORY III

9.

(2.50-3.49)

Lesson Plans

.05
.01

23.

Collective Bargaining

.os

.01

My an

Mode

2.72

47.34%

(89)

40.96"
06.38"

(12)

2.63-2.81
2.59-2.85
2.90

2.15-3.05
2.71-3.09

III
I

(77)
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Table 1 B -- Continued

CATEGORY III

10.

40.

52.

1.

(2.50-3.49

Mode

Menn

Subject area instruction

3.06
2.95-3.17

III

52.66" (99)

III

46.27% (87)

.01

3.16
3.06-3.26
3.03-3.29

.05

3.33
3.19-3.47

IV

35.11" (66)

.01

3.15-'.S.51

.05

:;.42
:s.33-3.51

IV

49.46% (93)

.05
.01

2.92-:;.20

.05

Children's school work

Working facilities

Pupil learning problems

.01

3.30-3.54

Ona respondent referred to item #23 as the most

dif~icult

to

answer on the questionnaire.
Table l C indicates principals perceived 36.36" (20) of

the items as a shared responsibility.
Table l

C

Principals' Responses to Category IV

CATEGORY IV

45.

38.
35.

c~. so-4.119 >

IV

.01

3.50
3.39-3.61
3.36-3.64

54.79" <103;

.05

3.75
3.66-3.84

IV

.01

3.63-3.87

69.68" (131J

.05

3.76
3.68-3.8/t
3.65-3.87

IV

83.51" (157)

Special testing

.05
Academic achievement

Educational
organization

~

Mean

.01
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Table 1 c -- Continued
CATEGORY IV

-Mean

(3.50-4.49)

53.

Pupil behavioral
problem

i:;.

Student behavior

55.

School oriented
groups

34.

Guidance and
cot1nselling

24.

8.

Instructional
materials
Remediate instruction

3.80
3.72-3.88
3.69-3.91

IV

71.80" (135

.05
.01

3.99
3.93-4.05
3.91-4.07

IV

86.70" (163

.05
.01

3.99
3.90-4.08
3.87-lt.11

IV

67.02" <126

.os

4.03
3.93-4.13

IV

~.89-4.17

r

61.709' (116
09.04% <17

.05

IV

80.85% (l.52

.01

4.06
3.99-4.13
3.97-4.15

.os

4.oo-4.26

IV

.01

48.94"

'.96-li.30

.05
.01

4.14
4.05-4.23
4.02-4.26

IV
I

54.25" (102
:;0.31" (57

.05
.01

4.19
4.11-4.27
4.09-'1.29

IV

81.91" (154.

.05

IV

67.02" (126

.01

4.23
4.13 .. 4.33
4.10-4.36

.05
.01

If .24
4.15-4.33
4.11-4.37

IV
I

64.89" (122
19.14% (36

4.27
4.19-4.35
4.16-4.38

IV

73.93% (139

Fund raising projects

19.

Outside areas

51.

Communication to
parents

5.

49.

Clean grounds

Community school
organizations

Mode

.05
.01

.01
39.

-

.05
.01

lt.13

(92,
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Table 1 C -- Continued

CATEGORY IV

14.

28.

3:;.

41.

46.

50.

-Mean

(3.50-4.49)

lt.:;1

School specialists

IV

68.08" (128

4.:;7
4.28-4.46

IV

.01

4.25-4.49

63.8:;" (120

I

.05
.01

4.29-4.49
4.26-4.52

.05

Cooperation staf'f'/
parents
Clarifying school
programs

4.22-4.40

.01

4.19-4.43

.05

Curriculum innovations

Modif'y district
curriculum

Mode

4.39

4.41

06.91%

(13

IV

6:;.:;o" (119

IV

69.15~

(130

.01

4.:;1-4.51
4.28-4.54

.05

4.43
4.34-4.52

IV

64.89% (122

.01

4.Jl-4.55

.05

4.47
4.:;7-4.57
4.'.53-4.61

IV

60.63" (114

.05

Physical f'acilities

.01

Admin.istrators manifesting responses in excess of' 5" to

Category I attributed #:;4 to guidance counselors, if' available;

#8 to P.T.A., if' permitted; #5 to custodians, with everyone
cooperating; and #28 to combined suggestions from parents. lay
committees, and the superintendent.

Several suggested #39 as

the responsibility 0£ the curriculum director, when one was
available.

Table l D indicates principals perceived 43.63% (24)

ot the items as mainly their [•sponsibility.

53
Table l

D

Principals' Responses to Category V

CATr'.:GORY V

16.

4'.).

26.

(4.50-5.49)

.05
.01

4.54
4.45-4.63
4.41-4..67

.05

4.46-4.66
4.4:;-4.69

4..56

Grade placement

News r(;;iports

.05
.01

36.

11.

44.

3.

42 ..

20.

Te<.'lcher-parent
conferences

4.!.l;;-4.69
4.42-4.72
4.59

62.23" (117)

IV
l

.51.59?'
06.38%

( 97)
(12)

lV

54.25"

(102)

IV

43.62~

I

14.89%

(82)
(28)

l12. 55%

(80)

v 34.57%

(65)
(18)

4.47-4.71

IV

4.43-4.75

.05
.01

4.88
4.76-5.00
4.73-5.03

I

09.57"

IV

15.427'

I

61.70"

It .81

.05
.01

4.62-5.00
lt.56-5.06

.05

VI
I

26.59%
23.40"

(50)

.01

4.92
4.76-5.08
4.71-5.13

.05
.01

4.93
4.83-5.03
4.80-5.06

v

48.40~

(9J)

.05

4.95
q.84-5.06
4.81-5.09

v 43.08%

(8])

Board meetings

Inservice-faculty
meetings

4.57

IV

.05
.01
District refersndwa

Principal'•
quali:fications

4.lto-4.62
4.36-'i.66

.05
.01

.01

117.

~

Hean

District committees

Instructional
innovations

-4.51

Orient teachers

.01

(29)
<116)

(44)
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Table l D -- Continued
CATJ:;GORY V
)2.

17·

2.

22.

6.

29.

(4.50-5.49)
.05
.01

4.98
4.86-5.10
4.82-5.14

v

.05
.01

4.99
4.88-5.10
4.85-5.13

v

.05
.01

5.05
4.93-5.17
4.89-5.21

.os

Federal programs

School activities

Storing-distributing
equipment
Work conditions

Budget

25.

37.

(82)

v 46.27"

(87)
(15)

v

45.21%
06.38"

(85)

.05
.01

5.07
Lt.96-5.18
4.92-5.22

v 39.36%

(74)

• 0.5

5.09
4.92-5.26
4.87-5.31
5.10

I

(12)

46.28"

(87)

v 40.80"

(88)

VI

.05
.01

4.96-5.24

.05
.01

5.26
5.16-5.36
5.12-5.40

VI

40.02"

(79)

.05
.01

5.42
5.35-5.51
5.30-5.54

VI

48.93%

(92)

.05
.01

5.44
5.34-5.54
5.31-5.57

VI
I

48.94%
07.98"

(92)

.os

5.45
5.36-5.54
5.32-5.58

VI

55.32" (104)

Teacher qualiCications

Non-teaching personnel

43.62%

.01

Controversial issues

18.

(58)

5.06
4.95-5.17
4.92-5.20

Liaison-superintendent

Professional growth

(63)

30.85%

07.98"

New ideas

27.

33.51"

I

I

.01

15.

-Mode

~

.01

5.00-5.20

(15)
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Table l
CATEGORY V

7.

D -- Continued

(4.50-5.49)

Teacher assignments

.05
.01

12.

Teacher performance

.05
48.

-Mode

Mean

Non-teaching activities

5.46
5.36-5.56
5.33-5.59

5.46
5.35-5.57

.01

5.32-5.60

.-0,
.01

5.38-5.56
5.35-5.59

5.47

VI

57.98" (109)

VI

61.17" (115)

VI

52.66"

(99)

Although items #43, #47, #11, #22, #2, and #25 indicate
selections in excess o f ' " to Category I, items

#44, #3,

indicate a significant response in this area.

One respondent

and #32

viewed #43 as a curriculum coordinator's responsibility while
several principals indicated #22, #25• #32, and #44 as the
concern of the superintendent.
Table 1 ~ indicates principals perceived 07.27" (4) of
the items as their responsibility.
Table 1 E
Principals' Responses to Category VI

CATEGORY VI
21.

Me en

(5.50-6.49)

Re:Ceree

.05
.01
54.

Decisions

.05
.01

s.53
5.44-5.62
5.41-5.65
5.63
5.55-5.71

;.52-5.74

-Mode
VI

60.46% (114)

VI

68.08?' (128)
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'J.'able 1 E -- Continued
CATii;GORY VI
31.

(;.50-6.49)

School facilities

.05
.01

30.

-Mode

~

Bulletins

5.67
5.58-5.76
5.56-5.78
5.71t

.05
.01

5.67-5.81
5.65-5.83

48.40%
29.78"

VI
I

VI

(91)
( 56)

73.40% (138)

There were no statements to clarify respondent's selection to
any item.

The five following tables ( 2 A• 2 B, 2 C, 2 D, and
2 E )

present teachers• responses to the 55 items on the

questionnaire.

Each table represents a designated category,

i.e., Table 2 A is Category II.

Table 2 A indicates teachers percejved 03.63% (2) of' the
items as their responsibilitx.
Table 2 A
Teachers' Responses to Category II

CATEGORY II

4.

(1.50-2.49)

Non-instructional duties

.05
.01

9.

-Mode

!!un

Lesson plans

.05
.01

2.13
2.09-2.17
2.08-2.18

II 83.33% (310)

2.38
2.32-2.44
2.31-2.45

II

I

06.18"

( 2:;)

66.13% (246)
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Those directing remarks to item #4 suggested this as a teacher
aides responsibility.
Table 2 D indicutes teachers perceived 16.36% (9) of the
items as mainly £heir responsibility.

Table 2 B
Teachers• Responses to Category III

CATEGORY Ill

10.

(2.50-3.49)

.01

1.

45.
52.

23.

38.

53.

53.76% (200)

II

52.68% (196)

III

55.10% (205)

III

:;9.25% (146)

II

34.94% (130)

2.55-2.71
2.53-2.73

.os

.01

2.88
2.81-2.95
2.79-2.97

.05

2.98
2.90-3.06

.01

2.87-3.09

.os

.01

2.93-3.13
2.90-3.16

.05
.01

3.19
J.06-3.32
:;.02-:;.:;6

II
I

38.17% (142)
06.45% (24)

.05
.01

3.36
3.27-3.45
3.24-:;.48

IV

47.58" (177)

.05
.01

3.39
3.31-3.47
3.29-3.49

IV

45.97" (171)

Collective bargaining

Academic achievement

Pupil behavioral
problem

II

• 0.5
.01

Special testing

Working facilities

2.51-2.65

2.1*9-2.67
2.63

Children's school work

Pupil learning problems

Mode

2.58

Subject area instruction

.05
40.

-

Mean

3.03

Table 2 B -- Continued
CATEGORY III
24.

(2.50-3.49)

Remediate instruction

.05
.01

3.45
3.34-3.56
3.31-3.59

IV

35.75% (133)

Several comments directed to item #23 indicated collective
bargaining as an o££ensive A.F.L.-C.I.o. term and saw no

constructive purpose in processional organizations.

Another

indicated here was the only opportunity for teachers, through
representation, to make their wants known.

Several suggested

that item #45 should have the superintendent's cooperation.
Table 2 C indicates teachers perceived 30.91% (17) of
the items as a sh1red respopsibilily.
Table 2 C
Teachers' Responses to Category IV

CA.T£GORY

35.

34.

51.

IV

(3.50-4.49)

-

Mode

?!!an
IV

.01

3.69
3.62-3.76
3.60-3.78

79.57% (296)

.05
.01

3.67
3.58-:5.76
3.55-3.79

II
I

11.56%

.05

3.82
3.73-3.91

IV

58.339' (217)

&ducational organization

.05
Guidance and counseling

Communication to parents
.01

3.70-3.94

48.65" (181)
(43)
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Table 2

CATEGORY IV

55.

13·

c --

Continued

(3.50-4.49)

School oriented groups

3.82-3.98

.01

3.80-4.oo

.05

IV

62.90% (234)

3.94
3.88-4.oo
3.87-4.01

IV

81.827' (302)

3.94
3.87-4.01
3.85-4.03

IV

70.43% (262)

4.02
3.95-4.09
3.92-4.12

IV

67.207' (250)

IV
l

58.33% (217)
32.53" (121)

IV

39.78" (148)

IV

.01

4.16
4.07-4.23
4.05-4.2.5

I

48.38" (180)
36.56% (136)

.05
.01

4.18
4.12-4.24
4.10-4.26

IV

77.95" (290)

.05

4.19
4.1:;-4.25

IV

78.49%

.01

4.11-4.27

.os

4.31
4.24-4.38

IV

69.35% (258)

4.36-'1.50

IV

4 .33-i;. 53

I

55.91" (208)
05.37% (20)

Student behavior

Instructional materials

.05
.01

14.

School specialists

.05
.01

5.

Clean grounds

.os

.01

36.

Teacher-parent
conf'erences
.01
Fund raising projects

.05
19.

49.

41.

Outside areas

Community school
organization

Cooperation staff/
parents

.01

50.

~hysical

4.08

4.03-4.13
4.01-4.15
4.12

.05
8.

3.90

.os

.01

39.

!!2!1!.

!t!u

4.oo-4.24
,;.96-4.28

%.22-4.40

4.4.J

f'acilities

.05
.01

(292)
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Table 2 C -- Continued

CATEGORY IV

26.

(3.50-4.49)

Grade placement

.05
.01

28.

Curriculum innovations

.05
.01·

33.

Mo di :Cy dis tri ct

.05

curriculum

-

Mean

.01

Mode

4.43
4.35-4.51
4.32-4.54

IV

4.44
4.36-4.52
4.:;3-4.55

IV

4.45
4.37-4.55
4.:;4-4.58

IV

I

I

I

55.11% (205)
05.10%

(19)

53.49% (199)
( 51)

13. :.n%

51.34% (191)
06.47% (24)

In those situations where there was a noticeable
response to Category I

to

th~~e

items.

considerable comments were also directed

ResponJents• indicated the responsibility of

#34 ( 9 commented) as a counseloi

'.ii,

because specialized hel:p

was nQeded; of' #5 (16 commentwd) as a custodian's with
everyone's cooperation; and of #8 (6 commented) as the P.T.A.'s,
with no imposition upon cla::ssroom instructors.

They further

indicated #50 should have the superintendent's involvement, and
1'.t28 and #33 .should be chargeable to a curriculum director, who
seeks ideas Crom staCC members.
principal's

involv~ment

To item #36 several stated the

should be to provide space and time

while teachers record conference outcomes.
Table 2 D indicates teachers perceived

38.18% (21) of

the items as mainly the principal's responsibility.
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Table 2 D
Teachers' Responses to Category V

CATEGORY V

(4.50-5.49)

46.

Clarifying school
programs

4:;.

Instructional
innovations

.05
.01

4.51
4.42-4.60
4.40-4.62

IV

52.96" (197)

.05

4.62
4.53-4.71
'* •51- 11. 7'.5

IV

41.40" (154)
i:;.44% (50)

.01

47.

.05

16.

2.

44.

6.

Working conditions

Principal's
qualifications
New ideas

20.

I

38.44" (143)
18.55" (69)

IV

IV

.01

4.75
4.66-4.84
4.63-4.87

36.56% {136)

.05
.01

4.82
4.73-4.91
4.70-4.94

IV

4 .J•';),)N
.. ... ,.,.,,.r '162)
\

.05
.01

4.81
4.70-4.92
4.67-4.95

v

34.68% (129)
14.24% ( .53)

4.86

'*.

I

I

11.02% (41)
71.77% (267)

v

37.90" (141)

'1.82-1:l.98

v

39.25% (146)

.01

4.79-5.01

.05
.01

4.95
4.87-5.03
4.64-5.05

v

36.56% (136)

.05
.01

.os

.01

17.

4.57-4.75
4.55-4.77

.os

District committees

Storing-distributing
equipment

I

.... 66

News reports
.01

22.

~

!!!An

66-5 .06
4.60-5.12

4.90

4.81-4.98
4.79-5.01

4.90

School activities

.05
Orient teachers

IV
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'Table 2 u -- Coutinued
CA'.i't:GORY V

15.

29.

11.

3.

(4.50-5.49)

5.06

Controversial issues

v

36.82% (137)

VI

.01

5.10
4.98-5.22
4.94-5.26

48.12% (179)
06.72" ( 2.5)

.05
.01

5.13
5.04-5.22
5.01-5.25

VI

38.17~

(142)

I

10.21%

(38)

.os

5.13
5.03-5.23
5.00-5.26

VI

40.32%
12.63%

(150)

I

.05

5.06-5.22
5.04-5.24

v

42.20" (157)

VI

28.22" (105)

.05

4.98-5.14

.01

4.95-5.17

.05

Liaison-superintendent

District referendum

Board meetings

.01
42.

lnservice-faculty
meetings

,5.14

.01

32.

Federal programs

.05
.01

37.

Non-teaching personnel

.05
.01

54.

Decisions

.05
27.

7.

5.14

5.04-5.24
5.01-5.27

5.33
5.25-5.41
5.22-5.44

5.:;4

I

(47)

I

28.22" (105)

VI

49.46% (184)

VI

52.9.5% (197)

.01

5.25-5.43
s.23-5.45

.05

5.30-5.46

VI

.01

;.27-5.49

53.76% (200)

.05

5.41
5.34-5.48
5.32-;.50

VI

52.42% (195)

5.'19
5.42-5.56
5.40-5.58

VI

52.9;% (197)
07.80" (29)

Professional growth

Teacher assignments

.01

48.

~

!:lUa

Non-teaching activities

.05
.01

s•.;s

I

Cornments were directed to approximately 62% of the items.
Item #43 was attributed to a curriculum director while teachers

specified #46, #47, #32, #6, #44, #42, #22, and #19 demanded
involvement from the superintendent.
was suggested in item #11.

Only Board's participation

Several indicated in statements #29

and #54 the responsibility €actor would be dependent, respectively, upon the nature 0£ the grievance or of the decision.
1'o item #3 one individu1tl indicated both teachers and pr:lncipals
should attend.
Table 2 E jndict"tee teachers perceived 10.91% (6) of the
items as the

principal'~

resppnsibility.

Table 2 E
Teachers' Responses to Category VI

CATEGORY VI
21.

(5.50-6.49)

Ref'eree

.05
.01

18.

12.

Budget

.05

5.50
5.42-5.58
5.39-5.61

VI

6Lt.25,.; (239)

Vl

58.33" (217)

5.51
5.4'1-5.88

.01

5.42-5.60

.05

5.53
5.45-5.61
5.4:;-5.63

VI

63.98" (238)

5.58
5.51-5.65
5.49-5.67

VI

119.46% (184)
23.95% (89)

Teacher performance
.01

25.

-Mode

!1!A!l

Te.cher quali£ications

.05
.01

I

64
Table 2 E -- Continued
<.:ATLmORY VI

31.

(5.50-6.49)

~

School :facilities

.05
.01

30.

5.77
s.11-s.8:5
5.69-5.85

Mode

VI
I

59.94" (223
23.92"

(89

3.82

Hulletins

.05
.01

5.78-5.86
5.76-5.88

VI
I

73.65" (274
l0.75% (4d

Several teachers who disagreed. with the majority respon.se in

#12 and #25 indicatad equal ability with administrators in this
capacity.

While oth.,r:o .liitated in itam #25 and #30 the

superintendent should share responsibility with the principal.
Several teachers suggested #31 as the shared responsibility of
th~

superintendent and the Board.

CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS AND INTERl)Rli.TATIONS

"Traditionally the role of' the elementary school
principal has been analyzed and def'ined in terms of' the
dif'f'erent f'unctions f'or which principals have been responsible."
From this perspective we may separate the 55 items on the
questionnaire into two divisions.

Utilizing the definitions

and suggested activities of Peckham, this writer has listed
nineteen tasks under the heading of administration.
Table 3 A).

(see

Each item, briefly described, has the same numeri

value as represented on the questionnaire.

It is followed by

the categorical placement (see Chapter IV) of' means (in
parentheses).

AZ

score is presented when there is a

statistically significant di:f'f'erence between means at the .01

or .05 level o:f' con:f'idence.
Table 3 A
Principals' and Teachers• Means
f'or Items Dealing with Administration
Principal
Mean

3. Board Meetings

v (4.92)

Teacher
Mean

v

(5.1:;)

Z Score
.05

1
A Position Paper Develoned by the ~llinoi• Elementary
School Princ1palsT Assoc ation Holmes Ha~i ton, Chairman univ
ersity o:f' Illinois: Urbana, I linois, 1965 , p. 4.
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Table 3 A -- Continued
Teacher
Mean

Principal
Mean

.5. Clean Grounds
7. Teacher Assignments
11. District Referendum
16. District Committees
17· School Activities
18. Budget
20. Orientation of
teachers
21. Referee
23. Collective Bargaining
25. Teacher Qualification
29. Liaison-Superintendent
30. Bulletins
:;1. School Facilities
36. Teacher-Parent
Conf'erence
37. Non-Teaching Personnel
44. Principal'•
Qualif'ications
48. Non-Teaching Activities
54. Decisions

IV (4.24)
v (5.46)

v
v
v
v

(lt.88)
(4.51)
(4.99)
(S.42)

v (4.95)
VI (5.53)
I I I (2.90)
v (5.44)
v (5.09)
VI (5.74)
VI (5.67)
v (4.59)

IV

<4.o8)
(5.41)
(5.13)
(4.82)
(4.90)
(5.51)

.01

(4.95)
(5.50)
I I I (3.19)
VI (5.58)
v
(5.10)
VI . ( 5 .82)
VI (5.77)

.05

.01

v

v

v
v

VI

v

IV

(4.12)
(5.33)

v

(4.81)

v

(4.86)
(5.49)
(5.34)

VI (5.63)

.01

VI

(5.45)
(5.47)

.01

v

v

v

z Score

v

v

.01

.01

An analysis of the data reveals that of those tasks
headed administration, eleven (58%) of the items imply a similarity of principal-teacher perceptions as it relates to job
responsibilitiea.

There are eight (42%) activities, six at the

.01 level 0£ confidence, two at the .05 level, which indicates
a statistically significant difference in perceptions.
In administrative tasks principals perceive a dominant
pofiition in seventeen (90%) and equal involvement with teachers
in one (.05%) of the items.
dominated.

One activity is described as teachez

The teachers view the principal as having a dominant
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position in sixteen (84~) of the items and equal participation
with them in two (11%) of the activities.
predominant position in one effort.

They view their

A contrast of principal-

teacher means (.05 and .Ol level of confidence) reveals the
school-head perceives his dominant involvement in three (57%) of
the items.

Teachers view greater principals' involvement in five

(63%) of the tasks.
Under the heading of supervision, thirty-six items are
(see Table 3 B).

further described.

Numerical value 0£

represented items, categorical placement of means, and the
presentation of a

Z

score is similar to Table 3 A (administra-

tion).
Table

'.5

B

Principals' and Teachers.• Means

t:or Items Dealing with Supervision
Principal
Mean

1. Pupil Learning Problem
2. Storing-distributing
Supplies
4. Non-instructional
Duties
6. New Ideas
8. Fund-Raising ~rojects
9. Lesson Plans
o. Subject Area
Instruction
L2. Teacher Performance
L3. Student Behavior
L4e School Specialists
Controversial Issues
L9. Outside Areas
~2. Working Conditions

·'.

Teacher
Mean

z Score

Ill (3.42)

I I I (2.88)

.01

v

(5.05)

v

(4.81)

.01

II

(2.17)

II

(2.13)

IV

(4.09)
(%.16)
(2.38)

.05

III (2.58)
VI' (5.53)

.01

v

(5.07)
IV (4.14)
III (2.72)

III
v
IV
IV

v
IV
v

C:5 .06)

(5.46)
(3.99)
(4.13)
(5.10)
(4.19)
(5.06)

v

II

IV
IV
v
IV

v

(3.94)
(4.02)
(5.06)

(4.18)
('1.75)

.01

.01

.01
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Table 3 B -- Continued
Principal
Mean

24.
26.
27.
28.
32.

.:;:;

.

;;4.
35.
38.

39.
Ito.
41.
42.
4.3.
4.5.

46.
'17.
49.
.50.
51.
52.

53.
55.

Remediate Instruction
Grade Placement
Professional urowth
Curriculum Innovations
Federal Programs
Modit"y District
Curriculum
Guidance and
Counseling
Educational
Organizations
Academic Achievement
Instructional
Materials
Children's School Work
Cooperation
Staf':C-Parents
Inservice-Faculty
Meetings
Instructional
Innovations
Special Testing
Clarifying School
Programs
News Reports
Community School
Organizations
Physical Facilities
Communication to
Parents
Working Facilities
Pupil Behavioral
Problems
School Orientated
Group

IV

v

(4.13)

(4.56)

Teacher
Mean

-z Score

III (J.45)
IV (4.4:H
v
(5.38)
IV (4.44)

.01

.05

v

(5.26)

IV

v

(4.37)
(4.98)

v

(5.11t)

IV

(4.39)

IV

(4.45)

IV

(4.0J)

IV

(J.67)

.01

IV
IV

(3.76)
(3.75)

IV (3.69)
III (3.36)

.01

IV

(4.06)

IV

(3.94)

I I I (3.16)

I I I (2.63)

IV

(4.41)

IV

(4.31)

v

(4.93)

v

(5.14)

v

(4.54)
<:;.50)

v

(4.67)

IV

IV
v

(4.43)
(4.57)

v
v

( 4 • .51)
(4.66)

IV
IV

(li.27)
(4.27)

IV
IV

(4.19)
('1.43)

IV

(4.23)

IV

(3.82)

.05
.• 01

III (2.98)

.01
.01

I l l <:s.33)

I I I (3,03)

.01
.01

IV

(3.80)

I I I (3.39)

.01

IV

(3.99)

IV

(3.90)

In tasks headed supervision, eighteen (50%) of the
items imply a similarity of perceptions between principals and
teachers.

There are f'ifteen activities at the .01 level and
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three at the .05 level of confidence which indicate a signiCican1
difference in principal-teacher viewpoints.
In supervisory taaks 1 principals perceive their
dominance in eleven (30~) and a shared involvement with teachers
in nineteen (53%) of the activities.
dominant in six (17%) of the items.

Teachers are viewed as
From the teachers•

viewpoint, principals are dominant in eleven (30%) and have
equal involvement with them in fifteen (42~) of the activities.
They view their dominant position in ten (28%) oC the iteme.

A contrast of principal-teacher means (.05 and .01 level of
confidence) reveals that the scaool head perceives a dominant
involvement in sixteen (89%) of the items.

In two (11~) of the

tasks, teachers envision greater principals' involvement than
that manifested by the administretor.
From the perceptiona of principals and teachers the
evidence appears to substantiate the contention that the school
executive holds a predominant position in those activities
described as administration.

A comparison of these principal-

teacher mean scores reveals a greater percentage of items than
in supervision, suggesting principal-teacher agreement.
Additionally, in those tasks indicating statistically
significant principal-teacher perceptual differences (.Ol and
.05 level of confidence) the greater percentage of these reveal
teachers perceive greater principals' involvement than that
foreseen by the school head.
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This overall analysis 0£ items, although suggestive oC
a major area (administration) of perceived school head
responsibility. is too broad for practical implementation by a
principal.

To serve as

suitabl~

guidelines for the activities

of school administrators, the items are separated into smaller

homogeneous groups.

This investigator assumes (in accord with

the position paper of the Illinois Elementary School Principals'
Aesociation) that to eCficiently and effectively discharge any
responsibility a principal must work with and through people.
"This approach recognizes the fact that the elementary school
vrincipal works with many different individuals and groups and
ie vitally involved and concerned about human relations."
From this perspective,

~tilizi~g

2

criteria suggested by

the Illinois Elementary School Principals' Association Workshop
(June 22-26, 1964) publication, this author has regrouped the
Cifty-five questionnaire items under the Collowing tive beadings.
The criteria tor determining item placement were the role of the
person to whom a task was directed• and/or the position 0£ the
individual(s) with whom a principal or teacher must interact to
discharge a responsibility.

I.

II.

Working with Central StaCt
Items: #3, #11 1 #14, #16, #18, #23, #25, #28,
#29, #32. #37. #43, #44, #45, #50, #54.
Working with Building Personnel
Items: #5, #7, #17, #20, #21, #,o, #36, #48 (Admin·
istration);, #2, #4, #6, #9, #10, #12. #22,
#24, #26, ~33, #39t #52 (Supervision).
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III.
IV.

v.

Working with Pupil Personnel
Items: #13, #34, #40, #55·
Working within the Pro:fessiou
Items: #19, #27, #35, #42.
Working with the Community
Items: #1, #8, #15, #}1 1 #38, #41, #46, #47,

#49. #51, ,,,.

Under each heading the question.naire item is .f'ollowed
by a

caption briefly delineating the prescribed task.

The

statistical mean scores of' principals determine the placement of

items.

This numerical arrangement is characterized by the

selection o:f items (mean) perceived from prineipal's (VI) to
teacher•s responsibility (II).

~ach

score is followed by a

numbered category value which has been previously ctescribed
(Chapter IV).

'nle administrator's average is accompanied by a

teacher statistical mean, with a category assignment, :followed

-

by a Z score.

The latter indicates perceived significant

diCCerences between the views of the school head and the
classroom instructor.

A

confidence level oC .05.

Z aeore of
A Z score

a confidence level 0£ .01.

1.96 or above designates a
0£

2.58 or above designates

An overview specifying the percentage

of responses for this heading is presented at the bottom
grouping.
number of

o~

each

The category, its title, percentage and parenthesized
ite~s

are described.
working with Central Stft£f

All sixteen items grouped under this heading

ex~licitly

or implicitly suggest an interaction with certiiied i.:ersonnel
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not generally assigned to a school-building, .!...:.&•, superintenden1,

curriculum director, psychologist.

'l'hese tasks are presented in

Tablo 4.
Table

4

Principals' and Teachers' Means
for Items Working with the Central Staff
Pr~_ncipal

Mean

54. Decisions
37. ~on-toachins personnel
25. Teacher Qualifications

lR.

Budget

5 .. 63 VI

5.45 v
5~44 v

;.42 v

5.09 v
Federal Programs
-4.98 v
Board Meetings
4.92 v
District Referendum
4 .. 88 v
Principal's Qualifications 4.81 v

29. Liaison-Superintendent
32.
.3.
11.

44.
4:;. Instructional Innovations
16. District Committees
50. Physical Facilities

2R. Curriculum Innovations
14. School Specialists
4.5. Special Testing

23. Collective Bargaining

v
4.51 v

It. 5ti

4.47 IV
4.37 IV

Teacher
Mean

;;.34
5.3:;
5.58
5.51
5.10

5.14
5.13
5.13
4.86
4.67
4.82

v
v
VI
VI

v

v
v

v
v
v
v

4 .113 IV

4.44 IV

4.31 IV
3.50 IV

4.02 IV
2.98 III

2.90 III

.:;.19 I I I

Z scores
4.75••
1.87
2.25•
l.51
0.09
2.00•

2.19•
3.29••
0.36
1.24

4.24**
0.16
1.13

4.83••

7.53••
2.90••

• indicates .05 level of confidence
•• indicates .Ol level 0£ confidence
Principals' Percentage 0£ Responses:
VI. Prin. 06.25% (1); v. Main. Prtn. 62.22% (10); IV. Shared
25.00% (4); III. Main. Teach. 06.25~ (1)
Teachers' Percentage of Responses:
VI. Prin. 12.50~ (a); V. Main. Prin.
56.25% (9); IV. Shared
18.75~ (3); III. Main. Teach. 12.50% (2)

Seven (44%) of the items imply a similarity of principal-te~cher
perceptions.

There are nine (56%) activities, three at the .05
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level and six at the .01 level of confidence, which indicate a
statistically significant diCCerence in principal-teacher
perceptions.

Principals perceive a dominant position in eleven

(69%), shared involvement in four
responsibility in one

(.06~)

(25~),

and mainly a teacher's

of the activities.

Teachers

perceive the principal's dominance in eleven (69%), shared
involvement in three (19%), and mainly their responsibility in
two (12%) of the tasks.

Contrasting principal-teacher means, at

the .Ol and .05 level of confidence, indicates the principal
perceives a position of greater dominance to teachers in three
(30~)

of the tasks.

The teachers foresee six (70~) activities

in which principals have a greater responsibility than that
manifested by the school head.
It would be anticipated that the principal, as part oC
the district administrative team, would expect major involvement
(69~)

when interacting with central staff personnel.

In those

activities explicitly or implicitly involving interaction with
the superintendent, the principal perceives himself as the main
participant (Category V and VI).

Ettorts culminating either in

the school building or directed toward pupils requiring
assistance Crom certified personnel who are not members of the
building staff are viewed as a shared responsibility.

Since

school :facilities (#50), innovations (#43 and #38) and "special"
children (#45) require greater teacher participation, these
perceptions would also be expected.
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Tasks dealing with

innovation~

to this generalized impression.

are a notable exception

It becomes diCCicult to discern

why instructional innovations are attributed to one Category (V)

while curriculum innovations are attributed to another (IV).
Plans for changes in curriculum and instruction, before being
implemented, would undoubtedly require assent by and cooperation

from the central office staff.

Comments by respondents to the

questionnaire directed to these tasks would seem to have no
reasonable basis.

A possible explanation may lie in the

likelihood that the T.M. for these items (at the .05 and .Ol
levels of confidence) may be situated in either category.
Another sampling could bring different results.

However, at

present no conclusive evidence is available as to why curriculum
and instructional

innovation~

were put into separate categories.

Special attention must be directed to items with
significant responses to Category I

(Neitber's responsibility).

Excessive Category I selections to federal programs (#32) (31%)
and principal's qualifications (#4%) (62~) (see Chapter IV),
could imply that a sizeable number of principals perceive these
primarily as a central staff responsibility•

The absence of

co11U11ents to the item oC board meetings (#3) (23~) could mean
that many school

h~ads

consider this task as lacking in

importance or they may be registering their desire to avoid
personal involvement.
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Two key items in this section reveal one of the
enigmatic circumstances in which principals are presently
involved.

The item, decisions

(#5~),

appears to be a crucial

one in this investigation because it cuts across, in its
implications, all the other items.

The contention by principals

that explaining a decision is their prerogative (Category VI)
could imply that they perceive that all operations affecting the
building demand their involvement.
their domain.

Traditionally this has been

Today, one of the strongest encroachments on this

domain is being made by teachers through negotiation procedures
on the part of associations or ·unions.

And yet, principals

consider that their involvement in collective bargaining (#23)
should be limited to advising (III).

Within the foreseeable

future school administrators must attempt to stabilize their
position either through alignment with teacher groups or their
own organizations.

It should be noted, that the principals'

view on collective ba.rgaining is not contradictory to their
position (V) on teacher grievances.

Generally, grievance

procedures are somewhat of a mechanized process.

They are

superimposed upon principals after details for their implementation are agreed upon by the superintendent and teacher
representatives.
Teachers' responses to those items grouped as working
with the Central StaCf may be considered Crom several aspects.
Seven

(44%) of the tasks, representing a Z score below the .Ol

and .05 level of confidence, imply a similarity of teacherprincipal perceptions, whereas in five (80%) of the activities
suggesting contact with the superintendent, teachers see greater
principal participation (.Ol and .05 level of con£1dence) than
that perceived by the school administrators.

Three of these

five items are exemplified by board meetings (#3), district
referendum (#11), and dietrict collllllittees (#16).

These would

tend to indicate teachers have little desire for involvement
with central office personnel in those endeavors that have
district-wide rather than building centered implications.
Teacher responses to the two other items, federal programs (#32)
(Category I - 28~) and teacher qualifications (#25) (Category I 23~)

makes any clear cut conclusions difficult.

This isequally

true for principal qualifications (#44) (Category I - 72%).
Their comments and responses, however, would suggest that some
view these responsibilities as being primarily those of the
school head and/or the central staff.
The difference between principal-teacher perceptions
(.Ol level of confidence) pertaining to collective bargaining

(#23) could have some important implications for the building
head.

Even though bargaining is perceived as mainly a teacher's

responsibility (III) teachers tend to perceive a greater level
of principal involvement than that presumed by administrators.
This could mean that teachers generally view elementary
principals, like themselves, as being more attuned to their
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building and/or professional problems, and consequently, look to
them for additional support when there is need for teachers to
approach central staff management.
The major areas for principals' concern are those in
which they envision greater interaction with the central staff
>

than that which is perceived by teachers.

The tendency of

classroom instructors (.Ol level of confidence) to desire
appreciably greater responsibility where children are involved
is understandable.

However, principals should be cautious that

teachers' perception toward school specialists (#14) and special
testing (#45) is not symptomatic of a trend which will eventuall)
envision little or no awninistrative involvement in these areas.

The difference in principal-teacher perceptions (.Ol level oC
confidence) dealing with a decision's rationale (#54) could have
some healthy overtones.

BeneCicial results to the entire school

system would accure iC teachers £unctioned competently as
advisors in this area.

If they accepted this responsibility

whole-heartedly, they would be most likely to participate more
fully in all appropriate school activities.
Working with Building Personnel
All twenty items grouped under this heading explicitly
or implicitly suggest an interaction with teaching personnel thai
emanates £rom within the school building.
presented in Table

5.

These tasks are
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Table

Principals' and Teachers' Means
for Items Working with the Building Personnel

Administration:
30. Bulletins
21. Referee
48. Non-teaching activities
7• Teacher Assignments
17. School Activities
20. Orientationfbr Teachers
J6. Parent-Teacher
Con:ferences
5. Clean Grounds
Supervision:
12. Teacher Performance
6. New Ideas
22. Working Con~itions
2. Storing-Distributing
Supplies
26. Grade Placement
33. Modify District
Curriculum
24. Remediate Instruction
39. Instructional Materials
52. Working Facilities
10. Subject Area Instruction
9. Lesson Plans and
Resource Unit
4. Non-Instructional Duties

.Principal
Mean

Teacher
Mean

Z Score

5.74 VI

5.82 VI
,5. 50 VI
5.49 v

1.90

5.1:t1

0.81

,5.53 VI

5.47
5.46
4.99
4.95

v

v

v

v

4.59 v
4.24 IV

v
v
4.95 v
4.90

4.12 IV

.5·53 VI
4.90 v

v

4.81 v
4.43 IV

5.05

4.39 IV

4.13 IV

4.06 IV
3.33 III
3.06 III
2.72 III

2.17 II

l.30

o.oo

4.08 IV

5.46 v
5.07 v
5.06 v
4.56 v

o.47

0.34

4.75 v

4.115 IV
3.45 III
3.94 IV
3.03 III
2.58 III

1.03

2.39•
4.36**

1.01

7.82••
2.50•

3.45••
7.16••

2.38 II
2.13 II

* indicates .05 level o:f con:fidence
•• indicates .Ol level of confidence
.Principals' .Percentage of Responses:
VI. Prin. 10.00% (2); V. Main. Prin. 50.00% (10); IV. Shared
20.00% (4); III. Main. Teach. 15.00% (3); II. Teach. 05.00% (1).
Administration:
VI. Prin. 25.00" (2}; v. Main. Prin. 62.50" (5); IV. Shared
12.50% (l); III. Main. Teach. 00.00% ; II. Teach. 00.00%.
Supervision:
VI. Prin. 00.00"; V. Main • .Prin. 41.66" (5); IV. Shared
2 .00% ( ) III. ~in. Teach. 25.00% ('.)); II. Teach. 08.33% (1)
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Table 5 -- Continued
Teacners' Percentage of Responses:
VI. Prin. 15.00" (3); V. Main. Prin. 35.00" (7); IV. Shared
25.007' (5); III. Main. Teach. 15.00% (3); II. Teach. 10.00% (2).
Administration:
VI. Prin. 25.00~ (2)J

v.

Main. Prin. ;o.oo~~ (4); IV. Shared

25.00% (2).
Supervision:
VI. Prin. 08.33~ (1); v. Main. Prin. 25.50% (J); IV. Shared
25.00" (3); III. Main. Teach. 25.00% (3); II. Teach. 16.66~ (2).
Ten (50%) of the items imply a similarity of principal-teacher
perceptions.

There are ten (50~) activities, two at the .05

level and eight at the .01 level oC confidence, which indicate a
statistically significant difference in principal-teacher
perceptions.

In all of these tasks principals percei.ve a more

dominant position than teachers.

Principals perceive a dominanc

in twelve (60~0, shared involvement in f'our (20"), mainly a
teacher's responsibility in three (15"), and solely a teacher's
responsibility in one {.05%) of the described activities.
Teachers perceive the principal•s dominance in ten (50%), shared
involvement in five (25%), primary responsibility in three (15%)
and sole responsibility in two (Jo") of the tasl<s.

The principals' responses toward building personnel are
considered f'rom two points 0£ view:

one• tending toward.

administration; the other, toward supervision.

Several

guidelines appear to be utilized when the principal discharges a
responsibility which either is directed toward or necessitates
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interactions with teachers.

They are as :follows:

the degree of

involvement required from the staff when making a decision; the
amount 0£ teacher cooperation required for the implementation of
a decision; and the frequency and/or effect of that decision
upon. classroom instructors.

It is recognized that several tasks classified as
adillinistrative have traditionally been presumed to be the
responsibility ot' specif'ied school i;ersonnel.

Writing bulletins

(#JO) and a.eting as a re:feree (#21) tend to be admi.nistrative

Cleaning grounds (#5) have generally been considered

:functions.

the task of' the custodian.

The relatively high response to

Category VI (Item #30 - 73~; #21 - 61%) supports this view.

The

response to Category IV (Item #5 - 65%) and ~elections in
Category I

(20%)

1

coupled with suggested staf£ cooperation, were

also somewhat predictive.

However, the most sig:nif'icant f'actor

is that the first two tasks (#30 and #21) are considered as only
the principal's responsibility.

Decisions for these tasks can

be made and implemented with little or no teacher participation.

The other f'ive administrative activities (#48, #7, #17,
#20, #36) are perceived in a slightly different vein.

In these

circumstances decision making is presumably within the realm 0£
the principal, but either the implementation of that decision is
more intimately :f'olt hy the staff' or it requires teacher
cooperation.

It is, therefore, not unexpected to see the

principal still regarding these tasks as primarily his domain,
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though he is willing to listen to the advice of the classroom
instructors (V).
When serving as a supervisor the principal's guidelines
still appear operative, on the part of the school-administrator.
There seems to be a greater concern by him tor the implementatio1
and effect of a decision.

An advantage oC not being assigned to

a specific classroom is that the school head may have a greater

awareness of the general activities within a school building.
The disadvantage is that he cannot be as knowledgeable as a
teacher concerning all the activities within her individual
school room.

Since all supervisory activities are ultimately

felt within a classroom, the instructor, of necessity, would be
involved either in the implementation or the effect of such
decisions.
An examination 0£ the data reveals that principals do

perceive teachers as enjoying greater involvement in supervisory
(100~)

rather than administrative

(75~)

activities.

1£ we view

these tasks, classiCied under supervision, as being on a
continuum, greater teacher interaction is perceived by principali
as the activities shiCt toward the classroom.

As the function

conceivably moves out of the sphere of the school room environment the administrator envisions his &reater responsibility.
Finally, with the two items,

1.s..!.•t

naw ideas (#6) and teacher

performance (#12), which are suggestive oC administration, the
school head perceives major participation (V).
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Since teachers are not as prone as administrators to
categorize responsibilities as supervisory or administrative, an
interpretation tor their responses becomes more meaningful when
all these items are viewed under the heading, Working with
Building; Personnel.

The evidence is supportive that teachers

appear slightly more in agreement with the principal as to the
extent ot his administrative (100~) than supervisory (83~)
responsibilities.

However, in all circumstances where there is

a statistically significant difference in principal-teacher

perception (.01 and .05 level of confidence), teachers envision
less principalship involvement rather than more.

Conversely,

all these activities indicate there is a general tendency for
teachers to perceive their greater involvement than that which
is viewed by the administrator.

Teachers foresee some degree of

participation in approximately seventeen (85~) of the described
tasks.
Only statements traditionally predisposed as the
principal's responsibility (items #30, #21, and #12) are
considered within the total realm (VI) 0£ the principalship.
This may be attributed to the freedom classroom teachers
perceive principals enjoying in not being delegated to a
specific classroom.

Teachers may feel that the principal

because of his position both in the school and in the hierarchy
0£ the district is in a better position to make decisions

pertaining to these tasks.

He is able to obtain impressions
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from instructional programs being developed in all rooms at all
grade levels.

This assumption may also suggest why principals

are viewed by teachers in a dominant position (V) when dealing
with new ideas (#6), working conditions (#22), and storingdistributirig supplies (#2).

The difference in principal-teacher

perceptions (.Ol and .05 level of confidence), tor these three
items, may be attributed to a desire t:or greater involvement hy
naany teachers because these areas continually and intimately

affect classroom operations.

The perspective attainable by a

principal in being Cree of a classroom could also explain why he
is perceived in a dominant position (V) by instructors in items
dealing with teacher assignment (#7), non-teaching activities

(#48), school activities (#17)• and orientation 0£ teachers

(#20).

Except Cor teacher assignments (#7) the implied

similarity in principal-teacher perceptions (no significant
dif£erence) could be attributed to the Cact that these activitie:::
only occasionally affect the professional li£e oC the teachers.
Attention should be directed to the items pertaining to
clean grounds (#.5).

The response to Category I

with the number of comments suggests a degree of
teacher cooperation.

(33%) coupled
po~itive

Everyone recognizes this as a cubtodial

responsibility in which staf'C members can cooperate.

However,

i t would appear that because of the proximate position of
teacher to students, who might litter the grounds, teachers
recognize (.01 level. o'f confidence) greater participation than
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principals anticipate.

Such participation on the part of

teachers should mainly be construed as preventative.

As one

respondent indicated teachers should no more be expected to
wield a broom or a rake than a doctor, lawyer, or office worker.
The remaining items would further tend to support the
position that greater teacher authority is desired in all class
activities that directly and continually affect their school
room performance.

It is in these areas that the largest degree

of conflict between the building head and classroom instructor

lies.

In all activities focusing upon (#24, #39, #;2, #10, #9)

and revolving about (#36) classroom interactions teachers
anticipate more involvement than that perceived by principals

(.Ol and .05 level of confidence).
If this writer's contention relating to the principal's
guidelines are correct. then the school heads appear to be
somewhat unaware 0£ two important factors:

the extent of

desired teacher participation in those activities that affect
their classroom activities; and the degree 0£ concern generally
accorded principal's judgment for classroom interactions.
Working with Pupil Personnel
All four items grouped under this heading necessitate
a direct interaction with students.

in Table

6.

These tasks are presented
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Table 6
Principals' and Teachers' Means
f'or Items Working with Pupil Personnel
Principal
Mean

34. Guidance and Counseling
1:;. School Behavior
55. School Oriented Groups

40.

Children's School Work

4:.03 IV
3.99 IV
3.99 IV
3.16 I I I

Teacher
Mean

-z

3.67 IV
'.3.94 IV
3.90 IV
2.63 I I I

Score

5 .oo• •
1.19

1.45
8.15••

•• indicates .Ol level of confidence
Principals' Percentage of Responsest

IV. Shared 75.00% (3); III. Main. Teach. 25.00% (1).
Teachers' Percentage of Respon~es:
IV. Shared 75.00% (3); III. Main. Teach. 25.00% (1).

Two (50%) of' the tasks imply a similarity of principal-teacher
perceptions.

Two (50%) of the activities (.Ol level of'

confidence) indicate a statistically significant dif'f'erence in
principal-teacher perceptions.

In these last two assignments,

principals perceive a dominant position.

School heads and

teachers agree that three (75%) of these tasks should be shared,
and that one (25~) is mainly a teacher's responsibility.
In the hierarchy of educational institutions, the
teacher is generally intermediate between the principal and the
pupil.

For this reason, it could be expected, an administrator

would not foresee for himself a prevalent role when dealing
directly with students as learners.

The evidence reveals that

the principal, whenever possible, perceives equal principal-
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teacher involvement (75%) with the children outside of the
classroom (#13) as individuals (#34) or groups (#55).
As a whole, teachers appear in agreement with these

perceptions 0£ principals.
tical means are similar.

Their category placement of statis-

Their comments on the questionnaire,

especially those which suggest apecial asaistance in guidance
and counseling (#4), are also in accord.

Houever, with those

endeavors which are c0nceivably performed within the confines of
a classroom (#34 and #40), there are statistically different

perceptions (.Ol levol of
teachers.

con~idence)

botvecn principals and

Such eviden,ce supplies additional support to thn

teacher's attitude that they should have greater authority
:for those activities perf'ormed within their classroom.

Working within the Profession
Those i te1n;-s grouped under the heading, Working in the

Pro:fession, suggest an interaction 0£ principals and teachers
with their peers or with one another in a professional society.
These tasks are presented in Table

7.
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Table

7

Principals' and Teachers' Means
:for items Working within the Pro:fession
Principal
Mean
~7·
~2.

Pro£essional Growth
Inservice-Faculty Meetings
Outside Areas
~ducational Organizations

l9·

~5·

5.26
4.93
4.19

3.76

Teacher
Mean

-z Score

v
v

1.76
3.18••

IV

5.38 v
s.11t v
l:l.18 IV

lV

3.69 IV

i.23

0.20

•• indicates .01 level o:f confidence
~rincipals'

v.

Percentage o:f Responses:
Main. Prin. 50.00~ (2); IV. Shared 50.00% (2)

Teachers' ~ercentage of Responses:
v. Main. Prin. 50.00% (2); IV. Shared 50.00~ (2)

r.r'hree

(75%)

~erceptions.
~ndicates

o:f the tasks imply a similarity of principal-teacher

One (25%) responsibility (.Ol level of confidence)

a statistically significant difference in their

~ereeptions.

In this one activity teachers perceive greater

principals' dominance than that viewed by the school head.
School administrators and classroom instructors agree that two
( .50") 0£ the items are mainly a princ:t.pal 's responsibility while
two (50~) of the tasks should be shared.
No restrictive influences should inhibit the principal's
active participation when working within the pro£ession.
~act

this writer, in view 0£ the principal's professional

position, might also have predicted their perceiving major

In
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~nvolvement
~eeting

in pro:fessional growth (#27) and in inservice-:faculty

(#42) activities.
Teachers' selections revealed two interesting :factors.

Availability to outside areas should be equal (#19).

However.

the responses ot' both groups to educational organizations (#35)

and the teachers' perceptions :for administrative involvement (.01
level of confidence) :for in-service £aculty meetings (#42) was
not :foreseen.
Local professional organizations are becoming

a.

recognized mechanism :for crystallizing and transmitting positive
and negative opinions to the central sta:ff.

The evidence

indicates that principals f'oresee participation (Category IV

8'%) similar to teachers (Category IV

80~).

This could indicate

that teachers perceive an equal acceptance 0£ and support £or
the principalship.

This assumption was alluded to in reCerence

to collective bargaining (#23).

In-service and/or Caculty

meetings, if' obligatory, are usually not highly regarded by
teachers.

This is essentially tr•1e i:f they are perceived as

being conducted too f'requently and lacking in relevance.

If' this

asswnption is correct, teachers' responses could suggest that
increased administrative involvement is associated with

decrease~

teacher interest.
Working with the Community
All eleven items grouped under this heading, Working
with the Communitv. explicitly or implicitly suggest an

interaction either individually or collectively with parents.
These tasks are presented in Table 8.
Table 8
Principals' and Teachers' Means
£or Items working with the Community
Principal
Mean

31. School Facilities

15.
47.
46.
41.
49.
51.
8.
53.

38.

1.

Controversial Issues
News Reports
Clarifying School Programs
Cooperative Staff/Parents
Community School
Organizations
Communication to Parents
Fund Raising Projects
Pupil Behavior Problem
Academic Achievement
Pupil Learning Problem

VI

Teacher
Mean

VI

5.67
5.10
4.57
4.43

v
v

IV

5.77
5.06
4.66
4.51

4.ltl

IV

4.Jl IV

-4.27

IV

lt.23
".lit

3.80
:s.75
3.42

IV
IV

IV
IV
III

v
v
v

4.19 IV

:;.82 IV
4.16 IV
3.39 III

3.36 III
2.88 III

-z Score
1.89
0.58
1.22
1.25
1.60

i.s1

5.9i.••

0.16

7.19••
5.91••
9.1t7••

•• indicates .Ol level of confidence.
Principals' Percentage of Responses:
VI. Prin. 09.09~ (l); v. Main. Prin. 18.18% (2); IV. Shared
6:;.63~ (7); III.
Main. Teach. 09.09~ (1).
Teachers' Percentage of Responses:
VI. Prin. 09.01% (l); V. Main. Prin. 27.27% (3); IV. Shared
36.36~ (4); III. Hain. Teach. 27.27% (3).

Seven (64%) of the items imply a similarity 0£ principal-teacher
perceptions.

Four (36%) of the tasks indicate a statistically

significant difference (.Ol level of confidence) in perceptions.
In all 0£ these activities principals foresee a more dominant
position than teachers.

School administrators perceive a
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dominance in three (27%), shared involvement in seven (64~), and
mainly a teacher's responsibility in one
described activities.

(.09~),

0£ the

Teachers perceive the principal'B

dominance in four (36%), shared involvement in Cour (36~), and
mainly their responsibility in three (28~) 0£ the tasks.
Working alone, the school cannot hope to be totally
e££ective in the education of the whole child.

At best, i t is

only one 0£ many forces that influence a child.

We may only

speculate as to whether or not principals perceive they occupy
an advantageous position for articulating community needs to the
school.

Since the principal views seven (64~) tasks as a shared

involvement and one (09~) activity as mainly a teacher
responsibility, this evidence does not clearly support the
conclusion that they perceive their holding a strategic position
when communicating or interacting with parents.
Acceptance by principals (VI) ot their involvement with
the community use ot school facilities (#31) could be utilized
by them as a mechanism for obtaining insights into neighborhood

activities.
Category I

However, the school administrators response to
(30~)

for this task might also indicate a desire by

many principals for non-involvement, conceiving this area as
primarily a central-staff responsibility.
It might be surmised that activities pertaining to
controversial issues (#15) and news reports (#47) would also be
more effectively discharged by the principal than by the teacher.
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Therefore, the perception of major participation (V) by the
school head in these activities was also somewhat predictive.
This assumption, however, could also have been presumed £or
academic achievement (#38) and clarifying school programs (#46).
Still principals viewed these tasks as a shared responsibility.
Since the efficacy of these endeavors is dependent upon a high
degree ot teacher involvement, in order to obtain parent
cooperation (#38) and understanding (#46), principals might seek
equal participation with instructors in these assignments.

It

could also be surmised that here is further supportive evidence

oC school head ineptness in classroom orientated activities.
The remaining items (except Cor #31), somewhat more
than the tasks previously described primarily, imply two way
-with- rather than one-way -to- communication with the community.
In.rone of these endeavors, which could suggest equal interaction
with parents by all staff-members does the school administrator
assume a dominant position.

Seemingly, the intent oC the

activity, whether it is with a group or individual is
irrelevant.

Although when Cund-raising projects (#8) are

suggested many principals (Category I - 30%) described i t as
solely a P.T.A. £unction.

An important characteristic oC these

assignments is that the task, or the instigation oC the task,
may be initiated outside of a classroom.

nte one activity which

undoubtedly begins in a classroom environment, pupil learning

(#1) implies major teacher participation (III).
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It might have been assumed that teachers look upon
principals as an intermediate between them and the community.
This evidence does not support that assumption.

Instructors

anticipate some degree of participation in ten (90%) of the
activities.

Teachers are in general agreement with administra-

tors in those entries in which the latter propose their dominant

participation (#Sl, #15, #47).
Category I

However, their reply to

(24%) for school facilities (#31) suggests a degree

of disinterest, while several teachers recommend news reForts

(#47) (Category I - 19%) as a shared principal-auperintendent
responsibility.
Teacher responses to other items would indicate that
they desire equal involvement when interacting with parental
groups and a dominant position when dealing with individual
parents.

Items indicative 0€ equal principal-teacher involvement

are suggestive oC a salutary community atmosphere because they
encourage a high degree of teacher-parent cooperation.
Cooperation is also suggested toward fund raising projects (#8).
The responses to Category I

(37~)

coupled with comments for this

task would indicate that many teachers perceive this primarily
as a P.T.A. function.

Significant perceptual differences

between principals and teachers (.Ol level of confidence)
originates from tasks primarily oriented about individual
students (#53, #38, #1).

Here is additional evidence that
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teachers desire greater involvement in activities that emanate
from their classroom. even when they include parents.
School Size
In the attempt to obtain a somewhat more detailed view
of school-building personnel perceptions. the data were subject
to further statistical treatment.

Based on the recommendations

of the Department of Research (Donald Norwood - Director of
Statistics) principal peer responses and teacher peer responses
were dividud into two categories:

tho~e

employed in attendance

ce.nters with a population above 500 students, and those employed
in attendance centers with a student population below 500.
Statistically signiCicant differences between peer responses
(enrollment 500) was determined for each of the fifty-five
questionnaire items by a formula

describin~

the- standard error

of' the dif':ference between mea.u.s.
On Table 9, presenteu below, each numerical value,
i.e., 1, 2, 3, etc., represents a questionnaire item.

Each item

is €ollowed by mean score responses of' principals employed in

attendance centers above and then below 500 students.

-

An

asterisk following an item in the Z column reveals a signiCicent difference in perceptions at the .05 level 0£ confidence
between these two groups.
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Table 9

Principals' Responses Compe.red f:or
School Attendance Centers Above and Below 500 Students

Principal Means
Above 500
1

2
3
4

'7
6

8

9
10

11
12

13

3.40
4.96
4.85
2.18
4.1.5
5.02

5.34
4.15

2.7:;
2.97
4.77
5.27
3.97

lit

4.25

15

5.00

16
17
18
19

4.37
5.10
5.33

4.l:S

22

4.82
5.48
4.98

23

2.70

20

21

24

25
26
27

28
29
30
'.51

32

''
.34
35

:;6

37

38
39

Ito

4.27

5.34
4.44
5.09
It.33

4.95
5.65
5.55
4.93

4.27

3.94
,.70
11.51
5.30
3.72
4.05
3.16

Principal Means
Below 500

:;.42

5.09
4.94
2.17
4.29
5.09
5.50
4.13

2.72
3.10

4.93
5.56

-

Z Scores
.20
i.05

.4,

.16
1.38

.60

1.41
.22

.09
l.16
1.25

2.37•
.59

't.01

4.34
5.15
4.58
4.95

5.47

4.22
5.02

5.55
5.09
2.98
4.07
5.48
4.61
5.34
4.39
5.16
5.79
5.72

.97

i.37
i.82

1.30
1.41
1.22

l.85
.68
.99
2.01 •

l.47
1.24

1.58
2.19•
.63
1.15

1.77
i.77
.53

5.00

4.45
4.07
3.78
l;;

i..71
1.19

.85

.60

5.52
3.76
4.06
3.16

.21

2.03•
.4:;
.15
0
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Table 9 -- Continued
Principal Means
Above 500

41
42
43

44
45

46
47

48

49
50
51
52
53
54

55

4.36
4.76

4.46
4.58

3.48
4.39
4.6o
5.30
4.25
4.3'1

4.18
3.39
3.81
5.53
3.85

Principal Means
Below 500

z Scores

4.1*3
5.02

.70
2.57•

4.58
4.89
3.51

1.21

1.49
.27
.62
.40

4.4.5

4.55
5 .511

2 .117.

.25

4.27

1i •

). • 54

53

4.26
3.30
3.80
5.68
4.06

.78
.59

.11
1.58
2.12•

The writer's initial supposition, that schools with
Cewer personnel (population below 500) would have a tendency
towttrd a niore cooperative atmosphere between the administrator
and the instructor, is not supported by these data.

The seven

items exhiLiting signi£icant differences in perceptions (.05
level 0£ confidence) would tend to indicate that in smaller
schools principals seek slightly greater authority over teachers
With three tasks, teacher perCormance (#12)• non-teaching
personnel (#37), and non-teaching activities (#48)• principals
in smaller attendance centers, in contrast with principals in
larger attendance centers, indicate these items solely as their
responsibility (VI).

Although there is no change in category

placement for collective bargaining (#23), professional

growth (#27), conducting inservice (#,7), and school oriented
groups (#55), the fact that the statistical mean £or these items
are somewhat elevated reveals the desire by many principals to
have greater participation in these activities.
These seven items indicating statistically significant
differences could reveal in small schools a more autocratic
rather than democratic view by the principal.

It could

al~o

be

interpreted as the desire on the part 0£ thobe principals tu
maintain slightly greater control and/or influence over some
critical school activities, !.I.&•• teacher performance, collectin
bargaining, in-service.

The converse of thiu may also be true.

In larger institutions (population over 500) the derived lower
mean scores of principals to these items could imply a strong
inclination by them to have greater identification with

teaching staff.
centers

the

We may only assume that in such attendance

princip~ls

recognize that increased numbers oC

instructional personnel demands greater cooperative activity by
all staff members.

This perception could be the result of the

addition of school specialists and/or a more militant attitude
by teachers.
Numerical values, mean score responses for teachers
and an asterisk following an item on Table lC, presented on the
next page, are as represented in Table 9.
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Table 10
Teachers' Responses Compared for
School Attendance Centers Above and Below 500 Students

Teacher-5' Means
Above 500

Teachers' Means
Below 500
~.85

1
2

2.95
4.91

4.78

3
4
5
6

5.01
2.08

2.15

7
8
9
10

5.30
4.16
2.37
2.56

ll

5.11

12
13
14

.:s.86
3.94

15

5.00

16

17

18
19
20

21
22

4.07
l.1:.92

;.49

4.64
4.82
5.47

4.15
4.90

5.54
4.73

23

:;.01
:-; • 39

25
26
2.7
28
29
30
.31
32
33
34
35
36
37
'.58
39

5.47
4.48
5.36

24

40

5.18

4.o8
4.89
~.45

4.16
,.38
'-·59
5.14
5.55
3.97
4.05
5.09

-Z Scores
1.29
1.08
i .115

1.46
.15
• 31
i.75
0

1.54
.37
.29
.72
1.62

4.89

i.33
.92
2.5:;•

4.93

i.23

4.19

.59
.62

5.52

4.96

5.48
4.76
3.26

3.47
5.61
4.40
5.39

.68

.68
.29
1./8
.66

1.62
.86
.31

5.18
4.:;6

5.13
4.50

1.31
1.88
.51
.99
.47
i.38

3.55
3.56

}.71

i.51

3.74

4.16
5.36
3.39
3.95
2.67

1.06
1.21

4.35
4.89

5.85
5.81

4.02

5.25
3.31
3.93
2.55

4.'17
5.18
5.80

5.75

i.98•

.75

• 2.1

1.42
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Table 10

--

Continued

Teacl-ttEirs' .'1enns

Above 500

41

4.32

42
4:;

4.50

5.10

44
45

4.31
5.16

St.48

'1.67

.20

2.91

3.01

1!

49
50

4.22

.57
li.65

5.44

11.18

S2

3.18

53

3.37

3.t10

54
55

5.311

3.89

.83
.55

5.51
lie 42
3.87
2.97

4.'15
3.70

51

.65
l.lt9
.65
1.05
.93

11:. 82.

46
47
48

• ll.

4.65

.96

li

z Scores

Te;:ichers• Means
Below 500

.36

l.6&
l.dl

• J't

5.34
J.91

0

.21

From teachers' responses, only two i terns -- district·
committees (#16) and educational organizations (#35) -- reveal
signif'icant diff'erences in perceptions ( .05 level o:f con:fi dence)
Such a paucity

o~

items feebly supports any positive conclusions

Furthermore, any inferences would be highly specttlative .since

the derived means for each item are positioned in the same
categories.

The fifty-three items which did not reveal a

statistically significant difference in perceptions would
indicate that there is a 3eneral high consensus among the
sampled Illinois teachers toward job responsibilities.
Major Findings of this Investigation
I.

Overall, there is generally a hi!h consensus between
principals and teachers and among principals and

te~chers
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toward elementary attendance center job responsibilities.

II.

Based on the perceptions of principals and teachers the
school 9xecutive holds a dominant position in

thos~

activities described as administration.

III.

lf we view sunorvisory assignments as being on a
continuum greater teacher interaction is perceived by
principals as the activities either are directed toward
or emanate from the classroom.

As the £unction

conceivably originates outsido of the

spher~

schoolroom environment and is less diractly

0£ the
:f.~1 t

within

the classroom the administrator envisions his greater
responsibility.

IV.

Several guidelines appear to be utilized when the
principal discharges a responsibility which either is
directed toward or necessitates interactions with
teachers.

They are:

the

de~ree

o~

involvement required

from the staff when making a decision; the amount of
teacher cooperation required for the implementation of a
decision; and the frequency or e:ffect of that decision

upon a clas$room instructor.

v.

Teachers are more in agreement with the principal as to
the ext'lnt of his adminJ.strative rather than supervisory
responsibilities.

VI.

There i.s a ge.neral tendency for teachers to perceive a
more active involvement than that which is anticipated
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by principals in supervisory responsibilities.

It is in

these tasks that the greater areas of potential conflict
between the building head and classroom instructors lies.

VII.

Items indicative of a significant difference in principal•
teacher perceptions (.05 and .Ol level of confidence)
reveal instructors ienerally anticipate greater authority
than that which is tore.seen by principals f'or those

activities which either intimately af'.fect or emanate :from
the classroom.
VIII.

Teachers perceive greater principal responsibility for
those tasks which generally emanate w:i. thin the school

bnilding but outside of a classroom.
IX.

In those acti_vities explicitly or implicitly involving

interaction with the superintendent, the principal
generally perceives himself' as the main participant.

x.

The evidence would indicate teachers have little desire

tor involvement with central office personnel in those
endeavors that have district-·dde rather thau building

centered implications.
XI.

Ef'f'orts c,1lminating either in the sc!1ool building or

directed toward pupils, requiring assistance from
certified personnel not

me~b~rs

0£ the building staff,

are viewed by principals as s ahared responsibility.
XII.

There appear:s to be a high u!l.ani1ni ty of' perceptions
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between principals and teachers toward their professional
responsibilities.
XIII.

The evidence reveals that principals and teachers 'foresee
equal principal-teacher involvement with children, as
individuals or groups, outside 0£ the classroom.

XIV.

Within the classroom instructors perceive greater
responsibility than that en.visioned by principals ( .05

and .Ol

xv.

l~vel

of conf'idence) when children are involved.

Principals and teachers generally maintain an attitude
of shared responsibility toward those tasks not
originating in a classroom requiring interaction i.n the
community.

XVI.

Teachers anticipate equal involvement when :interacting
with parental groups and a dominant position when dealing
wtth individual parents.

XVII.

It would appear in attendance centers with less than 500
students in enrollment principals seek slightly greater
authority over teachers.

CHAPT~R

VI

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMH..:NDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to determine, within the
hierarchical structure 0£ an educational institution, a clearer
understanding oC the role

or

the

pri~cipal.

Clarification was

attempted by ascertaining job expectations of a sampled
population oC Illinois principals and teachers.

They were

asked to indicate their views of job responsibility toward
tifty-tive tasks described on a questionnaire.

Their responses

were subjected to statistical analysis in accord with the de:sign
of this research.
Table 11 presents the total percentage of mean score
responses compiled from data represented in Categories (II to
VI) in Chapter IV.

This is accompanied, in parentheses, by the

number of mean scores (0£ the fifty-Cive) described in that
category.

On the table the percentage score is preceded by a

description of each category followed by its numerical
representation.

An examination of this data should enable an

elementary school administrator to deduce several conclusions.
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Table 11
Total Percentage o'f: Rf:?sponses oC
Principals and Teachers for all Items on the Questionnaire

Principals' Percentage of Responses:
Principal 1 s responsibility
Mainly principal's responsibility
Shared responsibility
Mainly teacher's responsibility
Teacher•s responsibility

VI

v

07.27%

(4)

4:;.6:;"

(24)
(20)

IV

,36.36"

II:I

10.92"
01.82"

(6)
(1)

10.91%
38.18"
30.91%

(21)
(17)

II

Teachers• Percentage of Responses:
Principal's responsibility
Mainly principal's responsibility
Shared responsibility
Mainly teacher's responsibility
Teacher's responsibility

VI

v

IV

III
II

(6)

16.36"
03.63"

(9)
(2)

Although it is not an initial intent of:' this investigation, there is ample evidence that both principals and
teachers perceive the existence of the role oC the principal.
3chool administrators and teachers attach to this role certain
expectations or responsibilities which are speci:fied in this
study. ·. The :findings reveal that f'rom the school heads' viewpoint the role of the principal :finds involvement in :f'i£ty-£our

(98")

0£ the described activities.

From the viewpoint of.'

teachers the role finds involvement in fifty-three (96~) 0£ the
tasks.

Conversely, there is sufficient evidence to establish

the role 0£ the teacher.

Principals :foresee their interaction

in f'ifty-one (93") of' the questionnaire items.

Teachers perceive

their invol-vement in 'forty-nine (89") of the activities.
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An inspection 0£ the means of the selected principal
population will reveal the levels of responsibility perceived
for each task.

Principals consider four (7%) of these items

their r'esponsibility (VI),

!.&..!.•,

referee.

In these areas

school-heads should have the availability of' resources
including authority and facilities for implementing given
assignments.

Principals consider twenty-f'our (44%) of the

tasks mainly their responsibility (V), i.e., teacher assignments
When the responsibility is primarily theirs there is an
obligation to communicate with teachers in the initiation of a
decision, a.lthough the f'inal jttdgment and perf'ormance of' the
task is left to executive discretion.

Principals perceive

twenty (36%) of' the activities as a shared reaponsibility (IV),
i.e., modify district curriculum.

This implies a cooperative

project, equal involvement of' the school administrator a.nd
teachers.

Decision making and the per£ormance of those

activities which will accomplish the task evolve through a
democratic process.

School heads view six (11~) activities as

mainly a teacher's responsibility (III), !..&.!.•• working
facilities.

capacity.

Their ef'f'ort.s are then relega. ted to an advisory
Principals consider one assignment solely a teacher's

responsibility (II),

!.J.!..,

non-instructional duties.

task in which they desire no involvement.

This is a

With knowledge of

the principals' mean responses the school administrator should
more willingly accept the levels of responsibility delegated to
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him within hi•

di~trict.

Teachers should also become more

aware of the degr0e of involvement th6y can anticipate from

principals in the various described tasks.
Principals might

~lso

benefit

fr~m

an examination 0£

the means of the selected teacher population.
them 0£ the six

(11~)

It will inform

items teachers consider to be solely the

principal's respon$ibility; the twenty-one

task~

(38~)

viewed

as mainly the principal's responsibility; the seventeen (31%)
items

perceiv~d

as a shared responsibility; the nine (16%)

activities teachers conceive as mainly their responsibility;

the two

(4~)

endeavors they selected as solely their

responsibility.

Aware of the teacher

m~an

reHponben to

~acl1

of the fifty-five questionnaire items (see Chapter IV), the

principal can enticipate the level of assu.-ned respon.sib1li ty
by teachers for each task and can employ his time more

efficiently when he is aware of the degree of foreseen teacher
cooperation.

This data when inspected by tuac:lrnrs will also

reveal to them their peers• perceptions of each of the fiftyfive questionnaire items.

A correlation between the sampled principal mean
scores and the sampled teacher mean .scores (!learson-Product
Moment Method) reveals that there is general agreement (+.97)
among staff members regarding their expectations for principalteacher roles.

The attempt to

di~£erentiate

principal and

teacher peer perceptions based on school size (see Qlapter V)
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additionally reveals the general uniCormity of' attitudes among
th€, subj(•cts studied in dif'f'erent p;eogri'l})hical

location~.

Fi:fty-three teacher itemt, (97%) aud f'orty-eight principal items

(87%) did not reveal a
perceptions.

stati~tically

significant diC£erence in

However, thAse scores based on normative values

have a tendency to obscure the local

conditi~ns

affecting the

individu.al sta1"f member's responses.
ThE> statistica.1 means (Char•ter IV) coupled with

designated dispersions (con:fidence level .01 and .05) strongly
imply thllt I'rincipal vnd teacl1er questionnaire selectionf1 were

affected by many variables.
attitude~,

Suggested :factors, i.e., community

board policies. superintendent's personal and/or

prof'essional characteristics, not .1-robed liy th:i.s investigation
certainly inf'luence local decision-making.

Tb~se

would

undoubtedly modi:fy any school administrator's and classroom
instructor's m2dus gperandi•
Should the elementary administrator desire a more
generalized understanding of' school activities he rnay employ
criteria which can be obtained f'rom Chapter

v.

The principal,

considering the traditional divisions in which his functions
are viewed, m.ay peruse those :t tems tern1ed administrative.

In

these nineteen tasks he will perceive his predominance in
seventeen (90%) of' the eicti vi tiPs "·hile teachers view the
principal dominant in sixteen

(84%)

of the items.

There is a

significant statistical teacher-principal perceptual difCerence
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in eight (42%) (two at .05; six at .Ol level of confidence) of
the activities.

In five (63%) ot the eight items the teachers

perceive greater principals' dominance than that anticipated by
school heads.
In contrast, a review of the thirty-six taske
described as supervis1on, wi.11 revec1l that principals and
teachers expect the school head's dominance in eleven (30%) of
the described job responsibilities.

There is a significant

statistical principal-teacher perceptual difference in eighteen

(50%) (fifteen at .05; three at .01 level of confidence) of the
activities.

In only two (11%) of these endeavors do teachers

foresee a greater principal dominance than that perceived by
the administrator.
From the perceptions of principals and teachers the
evidence appears to substantiate the contention that the school
executive holds a predominant position in those tasks described
as administration.

d:ven the items susgesting potential conflict

tend to be supportive oC this view.

In those assignments

designated as aupervisory the school head's position appears to
be least secure.
that the school

Neither principals nor teachers anticipate
ad~inistrator's

the activities of' this division.
(88~)

involvement will be greater in
In addition, with sixteen

of the items manifesting significant perceptual diff'er-

enees ( .05 and .01 level of cont'idence) the classroom

instructorb foresee less executive participation and
more teacher participation.

conver~ely
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It would have been unrealistic in this study to have
indicated all activities which could be conceivably performed
in an elementary attendance center.
of' each of' the .five groups t

However, by a comparison

Jae , working with central. .s taf'f',

a

principal may obtain some general insights for his actions when
operating within an individual school.
and levels of cooperation from teachers.

He can anticipate areas

He can also be more

knowledgeable of situations in which to expect principal-teacher
conf'lict.
The sixteen items described as interactions with the
central staff indicate that in·this area principals attain their

most prominent position.

School heads and teachers perceive the

administrators' dominance in eleven (69%) of the activities.
In six of the nine items revealing signi£icant principal-teacher
perceptual differences, teachers foresee greater involvement of
the school heads.
Closely following these tasks are those deacribed as
the

ad~inistrative

phase of working with building personnel.

These eight i te1ns reveal principals perceive themselves as
having a dominant position in seven
school-head predominance in six

(87%) while teachers foresee

(75%) of the activities.

Two

tasks which indicate statistically signif"ica1"lt principal-teacher
perceptual dif£erences (.05 level of confidence) suggest
potential areas 0£ conflict.

l.09

Shared responsibility appears to be the major category
selection for the next three groups.

Principals and teachers

perceive three (75%) oC the tasks assigned to working with pupil
personnel as shared.

They agroe that two (50%) 0£ the items

designated as working within the profession necessitate equal
participation.

In working with the community principals

perceive seven (63%) of the items and teachers indicate four

(37%) of the activities should be shared.
Finally, the twelve activities described as supervision

under the heading working with building personnel indicate that
area in which principals' job expectations are in greatest
contrast with that oC the teachers.

Principals perceive a

dominant position in Cive (42%) 0£ the items while teachers see

an administrator•s dominance in only £our ('4%)
activitiE!s.

o~

the

Eight (66") of' the described responsibilities

indicate a significant difference in perceptions (two at the .05
level and six at the .Ol level of confidence).
It should go without saying that no categorical values
are placed on the responses of teachers and principals.

That

is, no authority is automatically asRumed for the opinions of
either.

However, in view of' the critical position occupied by

these educators the implications of their opinions are of
monumental importance.

We may assume that the perceptions of

ele':nentary certif'i.ed school personnel as reported in this study
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would undoubtedly strongly influence their actions when the
opportunity prevailed.
It would appear that as the staff members• views are
directed toward central staff activities, principals expect and
teachers agree the school head maintains the greater interaction

!L!.••

decisions.

This view prevails in those activities which

conceivably emanate within a school building but outside of the
classroom,.!.:.!.•• bulletins.

Principals and teachers generally

maintain an attitude of shared responsibility toward those
tasks not originating in a classroom requiring interaction in
the community,
profession,

!.!..!.•• community school organizations, or the

!..t..!•t

outside areas.

Those activities which most

intimately affect classroom interaction,
or originate within the classroom,

1.&Jt.,

!..:..!.••

special testing,

pupil learning problem,

reveal the areas oC greatest principal-teacher conflict.
Comparative Studies
Since this investigation was designed to ascertain
elementary school staff members• expectations toward job
responsibilities (nomothetic) this writer may only legitimately
contrast that aspect of prior research.

The evidence of this

study would tend to support the view (Morgan) that teachers do
not perceive the principal as an instructional leader.

There

is also sufficient data to sustain the contention (Gray) that
there are different perceptions between the school administrator
and teachers of the vrincioal's role.
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Either because of a difference in the nature of their
respondents or of their re•earch, other investigations focusing
upon the role of the principal may not be justifiably compared
with this study.

There is no way of relating the idiographic

dimension of the principal's personal characteristics (Waite)
or oC teacher morale (Bernstein) to this writer's conclusions.
Perceptions oC secondary school principals (Thorin), college
students and their professors (Muse) woulp probably be somewhat
different from those of elementary school executives and
teachers.

This research does not suggest an intensity of

feeling toward (Crone, Frazier, Gray); the relative importance
of (Ranniger, Johnson); or reactions to statements of (Crone);
those expectations held for the principal.

In addition, i t can

not make a comparison between concepts oC the actual and ideal
principal roles

(Crott~}

or role behavior as i t relates to a

postulate (Fearing, Latimer).
Recommendations
Educational literature supports the contention that the
role of the principal is being modified from two sources -superordinate and subordinate.

what the principal can do, and

will do, is dependent on the degree of latitude made available
to him by the central office.

As school systems continue to

grow in size and complexity the pattern has been for central
office positions -- line and staff -- to increase in numbers
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and specialties.

Assistant superintendents, directors,

coordinators, supervisors and consultants for specialized tasks
areas are assuming more responsibilities for district and
school wide activities.

'l'he superintendent is generally in the

most advantageous position to describe the influence specialists
will have upon the prescribed assignments of the principalahip.
Whether or not principals will be influential in describing the
role descriptions of these individuals will be determined by
the organizational structure of the educational hierarchy as
perceived by the chief district of'Cicer.
Based on staf'f' members' re.eponses as recorded in this
study superintendents could
stabilize the principalship.

per~orm

many positive acts to

They could provide circumstances

that require the principal's participation,

i..s.!.••

determining

teacher and principal qualifications, district committees, etc.
The district executive could encourage, when board meetings are
propitious, the school•head's attendance.

This is an excellent

means for the latter to obtain insights into district operationa
which could be directly applicable to building activities.

The

superintendents could make themselves readily accessible in
circumstances that require personal interactions,
decisions, budgets, grievances.

!.&.!.••

Finally, they could be

supportive and cooperative of those building responsibilities
predominantly perceived as the principal's,
teacher assignments. school activities.

!.a.!.•• referee,

It remains to the
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school administrator to avail himself of provided opportunities
and perform at a high level of proficiency.
The surge of teacher demand for greater involvement in
the decision-making process does not seem to be consciously
directed toward a usurpation of the principal's authority.
demand appears to be a

side~effect

This

as instructors attempt to

make their own personal and professional position more secure.
This investigation bas offered evidence to support the contention that within certain areas (administrative) teachers would
sustain the principalship while in others (supervisory)
instructors have a greater concern.

'ntis would suggest why they

desire a greater involvement in explaining decisions to the
superintendent than was anticipated by principals.
Organizational controls (superintendent) and teacher
pressure leave f'ew avenues f'or principals to pursue.

If' the

role is to be given increased stability areas of perceived
strength must be employed to perf'orm productively where there
is apparent ineptness or potential conf'lict.

The dominance of'

the administrative position affords to the individual in this
role a degree of' "availability" and uf'lexibility" not accorded
a teacher.

The school head is in a very f'avorable position not

only to comprehend and evaluate the sequence of' all programs at
all grade levels within a building, he is also able to contrast
the efficacy of' all school activities with other attendance
centers as they relate to the entire district.

'nte classroom
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instructor, confined to a specific location in accord with
prearranged schedules, is generally unable to adequately develop
similar concepts.
It, therefore, becomes germane to the principal that he
pursue activities which may be de.fined as e:Cforts of a
(perceptive) generalist and/or (strategic) coordinator.

From

this frame of reference he would attempt to see the big picture,
as i t relates to component parts.

'fhis study reveals that the

school administrator is perceived as having some degree o:C

involvement in all interacting groups,
community.

1.sJt.,

working with the

From teachers• pereeptions in every association,

except working with pupil personnel, there are several tasks
in which his major participation is anticipated.
Excellence in the act oC communication and the art of
human relations become essential.

Here is a service where

training institutions can screen and prepare potential candidates.

The potential school executive should be made more

knowledgeable about human psychology and sociology.

Since the

principal is typically a £ormer classroom teacher who may have
instructed only several grade levels his knowledge of all (K-6)
levels wil.l undoubtedly be limited.

Any prior academic

experiences that may expose him to the gamut oC current
elementary curriculum would also be beneficial.
It is recognized that the generalist and/or coordinator

concept may operate at various levels.

In one capacity each

ll.5

building principal could have fundamental responsibility for

bringing into productive interplay the ideas and opinions of
those with whom he works.

In another, his assignment might be

relegated to that of routine policy/procedure enforcer.
\\e must also t:onsider as elementary school f'acili ties

increase in specialization it will become more dixficult f'or
principals to "tie-up" component parts.

To keep cognizant of'

changes he must keep his organizational concepts "rootedn in
tho~e

practices at the heart of" the educational process.

The

principal must develop some expertise in the realm of'
supervision.

Admittedly, this study revealed that in this

division lies the greater potential :for principal-teacher
con:flict.

But it" principals could bring to this area a "skill,"

which teachers viewed as essential f"or their prof'ici.ency •
conflict would be reduced.
\

Since school beads are b'~coming less knowledgeable in
their understandings of instructional programs they must become
more knowledgeable in their understandings o:f the instructed.
They must be envisioned as that individual within the building
possessing superior inCormation on the nature and development
of' children.

This is •omewhat o:f an encroachment on the ' domain

0£ a school psychologist.

However, the principal possesses

certain qualities not presently enjoyed by the former:

a

"global" view of' adminiatrative and supervisory activities of'
the district and/or school system; a degree of accepted

116
authority; and characteristically a "present" membership on the
elementary educational scene.
Research in learning by child psychologists demonstrate
that more than three-£ourths of a human being's total
intellectual capacity is established by the time he
third grade.

r~~aches

Most educators agree that the nursery school, the

kindergarten, and the primary grades should receive the greatest
prestige and resources since they are now recognized as the
truly formative years in a child•s life.

£ach individual brings

to these environments behavior patterns subject to multiple and
frequent complex influences.

Confronted by the multifarious

demands of.' many children it becomes understandable why the
elementary teecher, however competent, cannot be all things for
all students.
The principal possessing "special" knowledge of'

th~

nature of the young becomes an invaluable asset in orientating
the educational processes in the building.

From the view of

the specialist he will gain important insights into the
development 0£ new programs and new roles.

It will also tend to

enhance the idiographic or personal dimension aspect of his
role.

He alone, because of his "global" perceptions can

competently direct available district
t'loundering instructor or child.

11

t'orces 11 to help a

Knowledgeable of' typical pupil

conduct he can help the teacher view the student•s behavior in
proper perspective.

As an objective observer he may be the most
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propitious individual in the building to recognize seriously
deviant activities.

Most teachers are poignantly aware of the

aggressively maladjusted child but do not appear as equally
concerned about the withdrawn or underachiever.
It is not suggested that the principal assume the role
0£ a guidance counselor.

Only unique circumstances or the

nature of available facilities in the district would determine
his degree of involvement in this endeavor.

Since classroom

processes are the heart of educational institutions it is the
teacher who must play the most strategic role in guidance.
Frequently, because of personal comtnitment&t they do not stay
in the procession long enough to thoroughly learn the art and
the science of getting across understandings to their pupils.
All teachers require assistance with developing more suitable
approaches to appropriately satisf'ying needs of children.

Here

is an excellent direction for inservice programs.
The greatest mutual interest between staff members and
the community is the child.

From the principal•s perspective

this investigation reveals they
percentage of

collaborat~d

with pupil personnel

antici~ate

the larger

(shared) activities when interacting

(75%) and the community (64").

b;xcept :for

those tasks described as working with the profession. items
developed under pupil personnel and the community represent the
smallest number (40%) of' teacher-principal perceptual
.difference2.

If principals are to assume more grass roots
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community relations this factor becomes important.

It informs

them that here are activities in which teachers should be
somewhat more cooperatively responsive to their suggestions.

It tends to reflect to parents a degree oC mutual eCfort
directed toward their children.
In these circumstances the school executive could use
his

11

specialty 11 to excellent advantage.

frequently seek £rom the school
raising o:f their children.
.::;c<;]nc

1

advijjor to recommend

~ractical

Young parents
guidelines in the

The principal becomes an "on-the~n·~~te.sted

con£er directly with parents.

procedures to teachers or

iu addition he is in the best

polli tion to cont' er with community organizations, parent study

groups, and advise special

~ervicea

•hen required.

Implications £or Further Study

It has already been indicated that this investigation
has distinctive methodological and substantive limitations.

Any

of these f'actors could serve as a basis f'or :future researchers.

In addition

ther~

are several other questions which evolved Cron

this study that might be fruitfully pursued by others.
I.

A determination of why teacher.,. " .. ,~ ,&:;-incipals attribute

item #43, instructional innovations, to Category V and
item #28, curriculum innovations, to Category YI.
II.

A determination of" those areas in which principals may
most competently advise (Category III) teachers during
collective bargaining proceedings.
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III.

A determination whether principals should form an
exclusive organization for transmitting their collective
professional opinions to the central staff and/or align
themselves with teachers.

IV.

A determination as to whethE:?r or not

p1~incipa1s

occupy

an advantageous position :for articuli~:tins community needs

to the school.

v.

A determination of implications o:f sem~led Illinois
tee.chers (divided by enrollment of' ~00 stud.en ts)

consensus toward job responsibilities.

general
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This questionnaire is part of a project to develop an
EDUCATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY SURVEY. Would you cooperate and
criticize the attached measuring instrument? Write your remarks
directly on the attached pages; please make speci:fic comments.

1. Evaluate the general "make-up" of' the :format.
2. If the introducti9n or the section relating to
r9spondents• choice! is not explicitly clear,
question any area which is dit:ficult to comprehend.

3. If there are any school activities which have not
been adequately covered, suggest them.

4.

If you feel an item is superfluous and should be
removed• indicate why.

5. Should you :feel the intent of an item is not clearly
demonstrated or there may be a more eff'ective way
to express an idea, please indicate.

6. Comment on any item which you :feel is obyiouslx a
teacher or principal responsibility.

7.

Indicate any items which do not suggest alternate
ways for implementation or imply human interaction.

8. Any and all constructive comments will be appreciate
Thank you for your time and eCfort.

Donald H. Klein
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Selected Teachers and Principals

FROM:

Ralph E. Lundgren
Director
Department of Educational Research

SUBJECT:

Educational Role Responsibility Survey

;f7t,;;(

As education evolves, the roles played by the teacher and principal in the
local school setting are becoming more crucial. The question of who is
responsible for performing which tasks within a school assumes increasing
importance when dealing with issues such as collective bargaining,
grievance procedures and curriculum revision. Yet, today, there is
growing disagreement as to what the respective roles of teachers and
principals should be.
To assist in developing a realistic set of role expectations for teachers
and principals the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction needs
reliable data about your convictions in this area. The data collected would
be of extreme value to college and university training programs as well as
to the respective professional associations.
Please respond to each item on the attached questionnaire and return the
completed form to the Department of Educational Research, Office of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, in the enclosed self-addressed
envelope by February 28, 1969. Your responses will be combined with
the reactions of others for an overall composite report. They will be
considered confidential and will not be seen by any other individual
associated with your school district.
Since only a small statewide sample is being utilized, your response is
essential to the validity of this report.
Thank you for your cooperation.

REL/sks
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

District and County Superintendents

FROM:

Ralph E. Lundgren;:('
Director
Department of Educational Research

SUBJECT:

Educational Role Responsibility Survey

~-77).

In the constantly evolving field of education the roles played by the teacher
and principal at the local school level are becoming more crucial. When
dealing with issues such as collective bargaining, grievance procedures,
and curriculum revision, the question of who is responsible for performing
which tasks within a school continually is increasing in importance. As a
result, the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction has undertaken
a research project to assist in developing a realistic set of role expectations
for teachers and principals. The results of this project should be of
extreme value to college and university training programs as well as to the
respective professional associations.
One of the primary means of collecting data will be through the use of
questionnaires sent to a random sample of 300 principals and 600 teachers
within Illinois. Some of the persons selected may be within your district
or county.
As soon as the project is completed the results will be made available for
your use.

REL/sks

RAY PAGE:
SUPE:AIN Tl:NOl:NT

TO:
FROM:

j;tutt #f ~llincis
Qi)ffitt .o-f tltt ~trinttnbtnt o-f 1Jub-lit ~utrn.cti.o-n
•1ringfbl~ &27ll.&

Principals of Selected Schools
Ralph E. Lundgren ~~
Director
Department of Educational Research

DATE:

February 17, 1969

SUBJECT:

Instructions for Job Responsibility Survey

Enclosed please ~ind three complete questionnaire packets. One of the
packets is intended for you as principal of the school. , We ask that you
distribute the two remaining packets to members of your staff in this
manner. Ran~e your teachers in alphabetical order. Then give one
questionnaire to the number two ranked teacher and one questionnaire
to the number six ranked teacher. If you are principal of mQre than ·
one school, group all your teachers together for purposes of this study.
If you have less than six teachers, give the questionnaire to any two

teachers selected at random. Directions 'for completing the
questionnaire and an explanatory letter are included with each
questionnaire.

REL/ska

State of Illinois
Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction
Ray Page, Superintendent
JOB RESPONSIBILITY SURVEY
RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT
GENERAL INFORMATION: This questionnaire contains a representative list of
tasks or jobs which might be performed in a typical elementary school. Some of
the items may not directly apply to your present situation. If an item is listed
which either ~or could be performed in your school, indicate who should be
responsible for accomplishing this task, in your opinion. For the purpose of
this survey, responsibility for a job refers basically to deciding and performing
those activities which will accomplish a task.
The principal should be considered a full-time administrator with neither teaching
assignments nor responsibilities as a superintendent. The term "staff member"
refers to all professional personnel, both the principal and the teachers, in an
individual school building.
HOW TO COMPLETE THE SURVEY: Each item is followed by six possible
choices. Indicate your response by CIRCLING the appropriate number after
each item.

I

Choice #1

Neither the teacher's not the principal 1 s responsibility

Choice #2

The teacher's responsibility

Choice #3

Mainly the teacher's responsibility
(The principal serves in an advisory capacity)

Choice #4

Shared responsibility of the teacher and principal
(Equal involvement of teachers and principal)

Choice #5

Mainly the principal' s responsibility
(The teachers serve in an advisory capacity)

•

Choice #6

The principal' s responsibility

>.....
.....

EXAMPLE:
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Promoting a good "working climate 11
in the school building between principal
and teachers, teacher and teacher, or
teacher and pupils.
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By circling #5, the respondent indicates that he considers this item to be mainly
the J>rincipal' s resEonsibility with the teachers serving in an advisory capacity.
OSPI 45-01-105 (1/69)
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JOB RESPONSIBILITY SURVEY

1. Working with a parent to solve an individual pupil

learning problem

1

2

3

4

5

6

3

4

5

6

2. Storing and distributing instructional equipment
and supplies

1

3. Attending Board of Education meetings and reporting the proceedings to the staff members

1

4. Working on non-instructional duties; e.g., marking homework. workbook assignments, and
informal tests

1

2

3

4

5

6

5. Helping to keep corridors, washrooms, and school
grounds neat and clean

1

2

3

4

5

6

6. Creating a "climate" in which individual staff members are encouraged to try out new ideas

1

2

3

4

5

6

7. As signing teachers to their rooms, students, and
programs

1

2

3

4

5

6

8. Participating in "fund- raising 11 projects within the
school

1

2

3

4

5

6

9. Developing lesson plans and resource units

1

2

3

4

5

6

10. Determining the instructional method to be used in
the presentation of a subject area

1

2

3

4

5

6

11. Planning and organizing with the superintendent the
most effective means of passing a district referendum

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

4

12. Evaluating the work performance of individual
teachers
13. Maintaining desirable standards of behavior in stu ...
dents outside of the classroom; e.g., corridors,
playground, washrooms
14. Working with specialists; e.g., social workers,
psychologists, speech therapists, to plan mo re
effective school programs for individual students
15. Explaining to parents the school s position when
controversial issues develop

1--~-t-~--4~~-+-~-+-~-+~~

1

16. Participating with the superintendent on district-wide
planning and coordinating committees; e.g. , educational advisory council, educational policy committee
17. Coordinating school activities; e.g., programs,
special services, extra curricular activities
18. Suggesting to the superintendent school-building
budget allocations and priorities

+-~1~~2~-1-~3~-1-~4--+-5:.:_-1-~6~ 1

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6
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JOB RESPONSIBILITY SURVEY

19. Visiting areas outside the school; e.g., other
districts, professional meetings, educational
material displays, to obtain new ideas for the
building

l

2

20. Orienting new teachers to school policies,
practices, and procedures

1

2

3

4

5

6

21. Acting as a referee on a work oriented problem; e.g., teacher conflict with parent, student, or other teacher

1

2

3

4

5

6

22. Determining conditions of work; e.g., working
hours, arrangement of sessions, free time

1

2

3

4

5

6

23. Representing the teaching faculty in collective
bargaining negotiations

1

2

3

4

s

24. Suggesting an instructional method to make a
lesson more effective or remediate an individual pupil learning problem

]

2

3

4

s

25. Determining qualifications for selection of a
new teacher

1

4

5

26. Developing policies and procedures for the
grade placement of students

1

2

3

4

s

6

27. Informing staff members of professional
growth activities; e.g., workshops, journal
articles, university courses

1

2

3

4

s

6

28. Preparing, organizing, and implementing
school-wide curriculum innovations; e.g.,
sex education, Initial Teaching Alphabet,
Afro-American history

1

2

3

4

5

6

29. Functioning as a 11 liaison 11 with the superintendent for individual teacher grievances

1

2

3

4

s

6

30. Writing administrative and/or supervisory
bulletins

1

2

3

4

s

6

31. Determining when the community may use
school facilities

1

2

3

4

5

6

32. Planning, writing, and implementing federally sponsored programs for the school
building

1

2

3

4

s

6

33. Modifying and adapting the district curriculum in terms of the school's individual needs

1

2

3

4

s

6

1

2

3

4

5

34. Personally providing guidance and counseling
for individual students

6

4

6

J

'

.~

-4JOB RESPONSIBILITY SURVEY

1

3 5. Participating in the local educational professional organization

1

36. Structuring the school environment so effective teacher-parent conferences take place; e.g.,
arrangement of time, providing space, recording outcomes

1

2

37. Recommending to the superintendent the necessity for employment of non-teaching personnel;
lunchroom supervisors, clerical help, teacher
aides

1

2

3

4

5

6

38. Communicating to parents the importance of
successful academic achievement in their
children

1

2

3

4

5

6

39. Selecting instructional materials; e.g., equipment, textbooks, and achievement tests, needed
for school programs

1

2

3

4

5

6

40. Stimulating in children an enthusiasm for an
interest in their school work

1

2

3

4

5

6

41. Fostering a cooperative atmosphere between
staff members and the parents of the community

6

42. Proposing, organizing, and implementing inservice and /or teacher-faculty meetings

1

2

3

4

5

6

43. Proposing, organizing, and implementing schoolwide instructional innovations; e.g., teamteaching, learning centers, ungraded primaries

1

2

3

4

5

6

44. Determining qualifications for selection of a new
building principal

6

45. Recommending "special" children for testing;
e.g., slow-learners, gifted, maladjusted

1

2

3

4

5

6

46. Clarifying the school programs to the parents of
the community

1

2

3

4

5

6

t1;....
:.:>

JOB RESPONSIBILITY SURVEY

47. Writing news reports and articles to improve
school-community relations; e.g., districtwide and /or school publications

3

4

5

6

48. Assigning non-teaching activities; e.g., school
assemblies, money collections, special lectures

1

2

3

4

5

6

49. Working with community school orientated organizations; e.g., Parent-Teacher Organization

1

2

3

4

5

6

50. Suggesting means for improving the school's
physical facilities; e.g., recommending furnishings for a classroom, helping to design an
addition

l

2

3

4

5

6

51. Maintaining lines of communication with parents;
e.g. , notes, letters, bulletins, telephone calls

1

2

3

4

5

6

52. Determining working facilities; e.g. , desk
arrangement, location of blackboards, number
of tackhoards, etc.

1

2

3

4

5

6

53. Working with a parent to solve an individual pupil
behavioral problem

1

2

3

4

5

6

2

3

4

5

6

2

3

4

5

6

54. Explaining to the superintendent why a given decision was made
55. Participating in the projects and activities of
school oriented groups such as student councils

I

SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC QUESTIONS
To prevent this questionnaire from becoming unwieldy and too time consuming for
you to complete, the number of items was limited to fifty-five. However, if you wish to
comment on a specific item, clarify a response, or add an idea, please do so on the bottom
or the back of this page.
Example:

Regarding question

---------------- I would

like to say:
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